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Abstract 
A decade  W more or less  W past the publication of the edited collection Neoliberal Environments and 
EĞŝů^ŵŝƚŚ ?Ɛ ‘EĂƚƵƌĞĂƐĂŶĐĐƵŵƵůĂƚŝŽŶ^ƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ ? ?ƚŚŝƐĨŽƌƵŵĂŝŵƐƚŽƌĞǀŝƐŝƚĂŶĚƌĞĨůĞĐƚŽŶŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂů
natures, both out in the world and in the scholarly literature. In this time, there have been a number 
ŽĨĂĚǀĂŶĐĞƐŝŶŽƵƌĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂůĂƉƉĂƌĂƚƵƐĨŽƌŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚŝŶŐĐĂƉŝƚĂů ?ƐƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶƐŽĨŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?ƌĂŶŐŝŶŐ
from financialization to vital materialism to world ecology. Further, the world has not stood still in 
the intervening decade. Various schemes for neoliberalizing nature have come and gone while 
others have launched, and the financial crisis led to widespread and often retrenched austerity even 
as extractivism showed no sign of abating. In light of these developments, we convened this forum 
to ask: what are the failures and accomplishments of neoliberal natures? Our use of the world 
accomplishments is not normative. We have gathered insights to reflect on the material-semiotic 
effects of neoliberal hegemony in the environmental register, and how critical scholars interpret, 
and even intervene in, those effects. The forum begins with an introduction that parses some trends 
ŝŶƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚ ‘ŽƵƚƚŚĞƌĞ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞŶƚƵƌŶƐ ‘ŝŶ ?ƚŽĞǆĂŵŝŶĞƚŚĞŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŶĂƚƵƌĞƐůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞ ?ZĞĨůĞĐƚŝŶŐŽŶ
a bibliometric analysis and broader trends in the literature, we argue that there remain critical gaps 
ŝŶĞǆƉůĂŶĂƚŽƌǇĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬƐĚƌŝǀĞŶŝŶƉĂƌƚďǇŐĞŽŐƌĂƉŚǇ ?ƐƚƌŽƵďůŝŶŐůĂĐŬŽĨƌĂĐŝĂůĂŶĚŐĞŶĚĞƌĚŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇ ? 
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 A decade  W more or less  W past the publication of the edited collection Neoliberal Environments 
(Heynen et al ? ? ? ? ? ?Ă )ĂŶĚ^ŵŝƚŚ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? ) ‘EĂƚƵƌĞĂƐĂŶĐĐƵŵƵůĂƚŝŽŶ^ƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ ? ? ƚŚŝƐĨŽƌƵŵĂŝŵƐƚŽ
ƌĞǀŝƐŝƚĂŶĚƌĞŇĞĐƚŽŶŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŶĂƚƵƌĞƐ ?ďŽƚŚŽƵƚŝŶƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚĂŶĚŝŶƚŚĞƐĐŚŽůĂƌůǇůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞ ?/ŶƚŚŝƐ
time, there have been a number of advances in our conceptual appaƌĂƚƵƐĨŽƌŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚŝŶŐĐĂƉŝƚĂů ?Ɛ
ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶƐŽĨŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?ƌĂŶŐŝŶŐĨƌŽŵĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƚŽǀŝƚĂůŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůŝƐŵƚŽǁŽƌůĚĞĐŽůŽŐǇ ?&ƵƌƚŚĞƌ ?
the world has not stood still in the intervening decade. Various schemes for neoliberalizing nature 
have come and gone whilĞŽƚŚĞƌƐŚĂǀĞůĂƵŶĐŚĞĚ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůĐƌŝƐŝƐůĞĚƚŽǁŝĚĞƐƉƌĞĂĚĂŶĚŽĨƚĞŶ
retrenched austerity even as extractivism showed no sign of abating. 
In light of these developments, we convened this forum to ask: what are the failures and 
accomplishments of neoliberal natures? Our use of the world accomplishments is not normative. 
ZĂƚŚĞƌ ?ǁĞŚĂǀĞŐĂƚŚĞƌĞĚŝŶƐŝŐŚƚƐƚŽƌĞŇĞĐƚŽŶƚŚĞŵĂƚĞƌŝĂů WƐĞŵŝŽƚŝĐĞīĞĐƚƐŽĨŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂů
hegemony in the environmental register, and how we (namely, geographers and anthropologists) 
iŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚ ?ĂŶĚĞǀĞŶŝŶƚĞƌǀĞŶĞŝŶ ?ƚŚŽƐĞĞīĞĐƚƐ ?tĞ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŽƌƐƚŽƚŚŝƐĨŽƌƵŵ ?ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝǌĞ
ƚŚĂƚĚĞĮŶŝƚŝŽŶƐŽĨŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝƐŵĐĂŶǀĂƌǇǁŝĚĞůǇĂŶĚƚŚĞǀĞƌǇƵƚŝůŝƚǇŽĨƚŚĞĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŝƐĚŝƐƉƵƚĞĚ
(Rodgers, 2018).1 Even those who accept and employ the concept (including us) are quick to 
highlight its variegation, contradictions, and incompleteness (e.g. Asiyanbi, this issue; Heynen et al., 
 ? ? ? ?ď ?DĂŶŶ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?EŽŶĞƚŚĞůĞƐƐ ?ǁĞĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞƚŽĮŶĚƚŚĞĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƐƵĸĐŝĞŶƚůǇƉƌĞĐŝƐĞƚŽĂĚĚ
analytical purchase, along both political economic (e.g. Harvey, 2005) and the more-than-economic 
axes (e.g. Brown, 2015; Larner, 2007). 
^ĞǀĞƌĂůŽĨƚŚĞĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŽƌƐƚŽƚŚŝƐĨŽƌƵŵŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶŬĞǇƚŚŝŶŬĞƌƐŝŶƚŚŝƐĮĞůĚŽĨƐƚƵĚǇ ?DĂŶƐĮĞůĚ ?Ɛ
 ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? )ǁŽƌŬŽŶƚƌĂĚĞĂďůĞĮƐŚĞƌŝĞƐƉĞƌŵŝƚƐ ?>ĂǀĞ ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ?Ă ? ? ? ? ?ď ? ? ? ? ?Đ )ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚŽŶƚŚĞ
ŝŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƚŝŽŶŽĨĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůƐĐŝĞŶĐĞĂŶĚŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝƐŵ ?ZŽďĞƌƚƐŽŶ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? )ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐŽŶ
ǁĞƚůĂŶĚďĂŶŬŝŶŐƉŽůŝĐǇĂŶĚ ?^ŝŵŽŶ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? ?^ŝŵŽŶĞƚĂů ? ? ? ?  ? )ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĂƚƚŚĞŶĞǆƵƐŽĨK ?
emissions, internationaůĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĂŶĚƚĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐŝĐĂůĮǆĞƐŚĂǀĞĂůůďĞĞŶŝŶŇƵĞŶƚŝĂůŽǀĞƌƚŚĞůĂƐƚ
decade. Meanwhile, other contributors represent a new generation of scholars taking on the 
ĐŽŵŵŽĚŝĮĐĂƚŝŽŶ ?ŵĂƌŬĞƚŝǌĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨ ‘ĞĐŽƐǇƐƚĞŵƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞǀĂƌŝŽƵs 
ƐĐŚĞŵĞƐŵĞĂŶƚƚŽƐŝŵƵůƚĂŶĞŽƵƐůǇĮǆƵŶĞǀĞŶĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ?ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůƉƌŽďůĞŵƐĂŶĚ
ĂĐĐƵŵƵůĂƚŝŽŶĐƌŝƐĞƐ ?dŚŝƐŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐ<ĂǇ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? )ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚŽŶĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶĞĂƐĞŵĞŶƚƐŝŶƚŚĞh^ ?
ĂƐǁĞůůĂƐƐŝǇĂŶďŝ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? )ĂŶĚKƐďŽƌŶĞ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? )ǁŽƌŬŝŶĚŝīĞrent settings and with 
ĚŝīĞƌĞŶƚƚŚĞŽƌĞƚŝĐĂůĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚĞƐŽŶZĞĚƵĐŝŶŐŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐĨƌŽŵĞĨŽƌĞƐƚĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚĞŐƌĂĚĂƚŝŽŶ ?Z ) ? 
This introduction is necessarily partial, as is the forum as a whole. In some ways, this is a testament 
ƚŽƚŚĞŐƌŽǁƚŚĂŶĚĚŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇŽĨƚŚĞŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?ƐůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞ ?ƐĞĞ&ŝŐƵƌĞ ? ) ?dŚĞůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞŚĂƐ
expanded in a variety of important directions; for example, the dialog between urban political 
ecology and neoliberal natures has been particularly fruitful (see Heynen, 2014) although it is 
underexplored in this forum. In her 2010 overview of the literature, Karen Bakker noticed that most 
of the nature reĐĞŝǀŝŶŐĂƚƚĞŶƚŝŽŶŝŶƚŚĞůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞǁĞƌĞ ‘ĐŽŶǀĞŶƚŝŽŶĂů ?ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ ?ǁŚĞƌĞĂƐ ‘ŽƚŚĞƌ
types of socio-natures  W ƐƵĐŚĂƐŚƵŵĂŶďŽĚŝĞƐ ?ŐĞŶĞƚŝĐĂůůǇŵŽĚŝĮĞĚŽƌŐĂŶŝƐŵƐ ?ĞĐŽƐǇƐƚĞŵ ‘ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ ?
of various kinds  W ƌĞĐĞŝǀĞƐĐĂŶƚĂƚƚĞŶƚŝŽŶ ? ?Ɖ ? ? ) ?/ŶƚŚĞŝŶƚĞƌǀĞŶŝŶŐĚĞĐĂde, geographers took on 
those gaps with gusto, particularly regarding ecosystem services (e.g. Dempsey and Robertson, 
2012; Fletcher and Breitling, 2012; Kolinjivadi et al., 2017; McAfee and Shapiro, 2010; Sullivan, 2013) 
but also in relation to the biologŝĐĂů ?Ğ ?Ő ?ŽůůĂƌĚ ? ? ? ? ? ?'ƵƚŚŵĂŶ ? ? ? ? ? ?>ĂďďĂŶ ? ? ? ? ? ?DĂŶƐĮĞůĚ ?
2012). In this introduction, we identify some contemporary gaps in the literature, highlighting 
emerging (or perhaps festering) problems to which we might usefully direct our attention. 
The forum leans towards scholarship on market governance of environmental concerns. This is 
ƉĂƌƚŝĂůůǇĂƌĞƐƵůƚŽĨƚŚĞƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝǀĞĂƌĞĂƐŝŶǁŚŝĐŚǁĞĞŶŐĂŐĞĂŶĚƉĂƌƚŝĂůůǇƌĞŇĞĐƚƐƚŚĞĚŝƌĞĐƚŝŽŶƐŝŶ
ǁŚŝĐŚƚŚĞůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞŚĂƐŐƌŽǁŶ ?ďƵƚĂůƐŽ ?ǁĞƚŚŝŶŬ ?ŝƚƌĞŇĞĐƚƐĐŚĂnges in 
 
 Figure 1. Neoliberal nature publications by year (for method, see Note 2). 
 
ĐĂƉŝƚĂůŝƐŵ ?ƐǁŽƌůĚĞĐŽůŽŐǇŽǀĞƌƚŚĞůĂƐƚĚĞĐĂĚĞ ?tĞďĞŐŝŶƚŚŝƐŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶďǇƉĂƌƐŝŶŐƐŽŵĞƚƌĞŶĚƐ
ŝŶƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚ ‘ŽƵƚƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƚŽƐĞƚƚŚĞĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ ? then return to the literature. To aid in our analysis of the 
scholarly work, we compiled a data set of 1035 papers from geography and anthropology using 
keyword searches in Web of Science.2 Using this data set, we are able to query the frequency of 
terms in titles, keywords and abstracts, as well as identify the most cited authors and papers in the 
ůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞ ?dŚƌŽƵŐŚŽƵƌĚĂƚĂƐĞƚ ?ǁĞƐŚŽǁŚŽǁƚŚĞŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?ƐůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞ Wlike geography as 
a whole  W remains dominated by White men, particularly in tĞƌŵƐŽĨƚŚĞĂƵƚŚŽƌƐƚŚĞĮĞůĚŚĂƐĚƌĂǁŶ
ŽŶŵŽƐƚĨƌĞƋƵĞŶƚůǇ ?tĞĚŝƐĐƵƐƐƚŚĞƐĞĮŶĚŝŶŐƐŝŶƚŚĞƐĞĐŽŶĚĂŶĚƚŚŝƌĚƐĞĐƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚŝƐĞƐƐĂǇ ?ĂƐǁĞůůĂƐ
gesturing to some directions for the literature as a whole. We are particularly interested in further 
explorations of how key constituent processes of neoliberalization are co-produced through 
longstanding more-than-economic practices and ideologies, particularly raced and gendered 
otherings on which manifestations of late liberal capitalism are predicated and through which 
neoliberalism, writ large, continues to be produced. 
 The neoliberal world out there 
dŚĞůĂƐƚ ?ŝƐŚ )ĚĞĐĂĚĞŽĨŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŶĂƚƵƌĞƐŝƐďŽŽŬĞŶĚĞĚďǇƚŚĞƐƚĂƌƚŽĨƚŚĞĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůĐƌŝƐŝƐĂŶĚƚŚĞ
election of Donald Trump, including the swell and ebb of Latin AŵĞƌŝĐĂ ?Ɛ ‘ƉŝŶŬƚŝĚĞ ? ?ŚŝŶĂ ?ƐĞǀĞƌ-
growing economic and political power, the Occupy movement, the Arab Spring, the global 
commodities boom, the acceleration of biodiversity loss and soaring atmospheric CO2 
concentrations, to name but a few consequential events. Thinking through this decade, we can 
ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇƐĞǀĞƌĂůĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚďƵƚĐŽŶŶĞĐƚĞĚƚƌĞŶĚƐŝŶŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶďƌŽĂĚůǇ ?ĂŶĚƐƉĞĐŝĮĐĂůůǇƌĞŐĂƌĚŝŶŐ
its ecological manifestations. Ours is but one of a multitude of schema that have been used to 
identify the constituent pieces of the neoliberalization of nature (e.g. Bakker, 2010; Castree, 2008b; 
Heynen et al., 2007b). We do not aim for comprehensiveness; rather, we suggest these as important 
ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚƵĂůƚƌĞŶĚƐĨŽƌƚŚĞĨŽƌƵŵ PĮƌƐƚ ?ƚŚĞŵŽǀĞĨƌŽŵŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚƚŽŐŽǀernance; second, 
ĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚŶĞǁĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŵĂƌŬĞƚƐ ?ĂŶĚƚŚŝƌĚ ?ƚŚĞŐĞŶĞƌĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚŽƐƐŝĮĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨ
ĂƵƐƚĞƌŝƚǇ ?ĂŶĚĞƐƉĞĐŝĂůůǇĂƵƐƚĞƌŝƚǇ ?ƐƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƚŽĐŽŶƚŝŶƵŝŶŐŽƌŝŶƚĞŶƐŝĮĞĚĞǆƚƌĂĐƚŝǀŝƐŵ ? 
From Copenhagen to disclosure: Preferring governance to government 
The lack of action on climate change in this decade is one of the most illustrative and deeply 
troubling trends. In the past decade, we have witnessed a series of failed, or close to failed United 
Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) negotiations  W with the most 
spectacular being Conference of Parties (COP) 15 in Copenhagen, which crushed many climate 
ĂĐƚŝǀŝƐƚƐ ?ŚŽƉĞƐ ?ůŽŶŐǁŝƚŚĚŝƐĂƉƉŽŝŶƚŝŶŐƐƵƉƌĂŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůĂŐƌĞĞŵĞŶƚƐ ?ŝŶƚŚŝƐĚĞĐĂĚĞ ?ǁĞĚĞĐŝƐŝǀĞůǇ
moved from climate change models to climate change impacts. Heat waves (Christidis et al., 2015), 
ĨŽƌĞƐƚĮƌĞƐ ?ďĂƚǌŽŐůŽƵĂŶĚtŝůůŝĂŵƐ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ĂƋƵĂƚŝĐŵĂƐƐĚŝĞ-ŽīƐ ?,ƵŐŚĞƐĞƚĂů ? ? ? ? ? ? ) PĂůůŽĨŝƚŝƐ
happening. The decade saw a slew of socio-natural catastrophes, particularly super storms that 
impact the poor and racialized more than anyone else, from Houston to the Philippines, which 
experienced 5 of its 10 most deadly typhoons since 2006. Such superstorms can now, at least in part, 
be attributed to anthropogenic greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions (Harvey, 2018). One of the bright 
ƐƉŽƚƐŝŶƚŚĞůĂƐƚĚĞĐĂĚĞŚĂƐďĞĞŶƚŚĞĐŽŶĐĞƌƚĞĚĞīŽƌƚƚŽŵĂŝŶƐƚƌĞĂŵĐůŝŵĂƚĞĐŚĂŶŐĞĂƐĂŵŽƌĂů ?
ĞƚŚŝĐĂůĂŶĚ ?ŽƌũƵƐƚŝĐĞŝƐƐƵĞ ?ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞĚƉĞƌŚĂƉƐďĞƐƚďǇƚŚĞĚŝǀĞƐƚŵĞŶƚŵŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ ?ƐƚĂŐůŝŶĞ PŝĨŝƚ
is wrong to ǁƌĞĐŬƚŚĞĐůŝŵĂƚĞ ?ŝƚŝƐǁƌŽŶŐƚŽƉƌŽĮƚĨƌŽŵŝƚ ? 
But even if climate change is increasingly understood in term of injustices along raced and classed 
lines, the outrageous, take-your-breath-away fact is that world oil production between 2006 and 
2016 increased by 11%, and even more tellingly, world proven oil reserves grew by a third over the 
same time period (BP, 2017). Governments have been loath to impose meaningful restrictions on 
production, despite knowing that the vast majority of this newly exploitable oil must be kept in the 
ground. Instead, most states have preferred to dabble with regulations on the consumption side 
ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŵĞĐŚĂŶŝƐŵƐůŝŬĞĂƵƚŽŵŽďŝůĞĨƵĞůĞĸĐŝĞŶĐǇƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚƐ ?ǁŚŝůĞƚƌƵƐƚŝŶŐĐĂƉŝƚĂůŵĂƌŬĞƚƐƚŽ
regulate hydrocarbon producers through stock valuation. These valuations, according to (neo)liberal 
orthodoxy, should govern future capacities to extract those fuels, but stable share prices suggest 
capital markets foresee no impending slowdown in extraction. As Christophers (2017) demonstrates, 
this is emblematic of neoliberal governance strategies that rely on data disclosure and rational 
ĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůĂĐƚŽƌƐƚŽĂĐŚŝĞǀĞĚĞƐŝƌĞĚŽƵƚĐŽŵĞƐ ?ƚŚĞƐĂŵĞůŽŐŝĐƚŚĂƚĚĞĮŶĞƐĮŶĂŶĐŝĂů ?ƐĞůĨ )ƌĞŐƵůĂƚŝŽŶ
drives hydrocarbon (self)regulation. Yet when it comes to huge and necessary GHG emissions 
reductions, such strategies have yet to deliver, a point made over and over by critics of mechanisms 
ranging from disclosure to emissions markets (Carton, 2014; Kama, 2014; Klein, 2015). Zombie 
climate neoliberalism lurches along, with little sign of the necessary brain-crushing blow to the head 
(Lane and Stefan, 2014). The gap between an emphasis on disclosure of climate risks in capital 
ŵĂƌŬĞƚƐĂŶĚƚŚĞĨĞůƚĞīĞĐƚƐŽĨĐůŝŵĂƚĞĐŚĂŶŐĞŽŶƚŚĞďŽĚŝĞƐŽĨƉŽŽƌƉĞŽƉůĞŽĨĐŽůŽƌŝƐĂppalling. 
/ŶŵĂŶǇǁĂǇƐ ?ƚŚĞĚĞĐĂĚĞŽĨŝŶĂĐƚŝŽŶƌĞŇĞĐƚƐƚŚĞƐŝŶĞƋƵĂŶŽŶŽĨŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŶĂƚƵƌĞƐ W the 
shift from government to governance, or the re-placing of critical regulatory functions from the state 
to non/quasi-state actors, driven by policy failures (a la Copenhagen) and also by ideologies that 
ƉƌŝǀŝůĞŐĞƚŚĞĞĸĐŝĞŶĐǇĂŶĚƌĂƚŝŽŶĂůŝƚǇŽĨŵĂƌŬĞƚƐŽĨƚĞŶĐŽƵƉůĞĚǁŝƚŚĂŵŝƐƚƌƵƐƚŽƌŽƵƚƌŝŐŚƚĚŝƐĚĂŝŶ
for direct state regulations. Yet, the deadlock in the governmental sphere is also yielding innovations 
through the typical power structures of the state, namely the courts. There are a spate of climate 
justice-ůŝŬĞĐĂƐĞƐƚŚĂƚůŽŽŬƚŽŵĂŬĞĨŽƐƐŝůĨƵĞůĮƌŵƐĂŶĚŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚƐĂĐĐŽƵŶƚĂďůĞĨŽƌŬŶŽǁŝŶŐůǇ
ĐĂƵƐŝŶŐŚĂƌŵĨƌŽŵEĞǁzŽƌŬƚŽ/ŶĚŝĂ ? ?ƌĞŇĞĐƚŝŶŐƚŚĞĚŝƐĐƵƌƐŝǀĞƐŚŝĨt to understanding climate 
ĐŚĂŶŐĞŝŶƚŚĞƚĞƌŵƐŽĨƵŶĞǀĞŶĐŽƐƚƐĂŶĚďĞŶĞĮƚƐƚŚĂƚĐĂŶďĞƚƌŝĞĚŝŶĐŽƵƌƚ ?,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ƐƵĐŚĐĂƐĞƐ
ŇŽǁĂŐĂŝŶƐƚƚŚĞŐƌĂŝŶ ?ĂƐŐŽǀĞƌŶĂŶĐĞƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĞƐĨŽƌĂĐƚƵĂůŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŝƐƐƵĞƐƚĞŶĚ
not only toward self-regulation, bƵƚĂůƐŽďǇĂĐƚŝǀĞůǇĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚŝŶŐŶĞǁĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůŝŶĐƵƌƐŝŽŶƐŝŶƚŽŶŽŶ- 
human natures. 
Environmental markets to financialization: Failing forward 
dŚĞƉŚƌĂƐĞ ‘ĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?ŚĂƌĚůǇĂƉƉĞĂƌĞĚďĞĨŽƌĞ ? ? ? ? ?ďƵƚŝƐŶŽǁĚŝĸĐƵůƚƚŽĂǀŽŝĚŝŶ
the literature. ,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐƌĞŵĂŝŶŽǀĞƌǁŚĂƚĂĐƚƵĂůůǇĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞƐĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ
(Christophers, 2015), and perhaps more importantly, what bits of non- human nature are (and are 
ŶŽƚ ? )ďĞŝŶŐĞŶƌŽůůĞĚŝŶƚŽĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůŵĂƌŬĞƚƐŝŶǁĂǇƐƚŚĂƚƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂůůǇƉƌŽĚƵĐĞŶĞǁŶĂƚƵƌes. We 
ǁŚŽůĞŚĞĂƌƚĞĚůǇĂŐƌĞĞǁŝƚŚĂƵƚŚŽƌƐǁŚŽĂƌĞĚƵďŝŽƵƐĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞƉƌĞĐŝƐŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞƚĞƌŵĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ ?
ŝŶĚĞĞĚ ?ĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶŝƐ ?ŝŶĂƐĞŶƐĞƚŚĞŶĞǁŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝƐŵ ?ƐŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐĂĐƚŝŶŐĂƐĂĐĂƚĐŚ-all concept. 
,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ŵƵĐŚůŝŬĞŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝƐŵ ?ǁĞĮŶĚĮŶĂŶĐŝalization has something to contribute if we are 
ƐĞĞŬŝŶŐƚŽƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚƚŚĞƐƉĞĐŝĮĐƐŽĨĐĂƐĞƐǁŚĞƌĞƵŶĚĞƌůǇŝŶŐŶĂƚƵƌĞƐĂƌĞŶŽƚŽŶůǇƌĞŶĚĞƌĞĚ
ŵĂƌŬĞƚĂďůĞ ?ďƵƚǁŚĞƌĞĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨŶĂƚƵƌĞĐĂŶďĞƐƉĞĐƵůĂƚĞĚƵƉŽŶŝŶĂǁĂǇƚŚĂƚ
derivative income streaŵƐ ?ƌĞŶƚƐ )ƚŚĞŵƐĞůǀĞƐďĞĐŽŵĞƚŚĞŵĂƚƚĞƌŽĨĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚĂŶĚ
experimentation. 
In thinking about the failures of neoliberal natures, the literature is rife with accounts of schemes 
ƚŚĂƚŚĂǀĞƚƌŝĞĚ ?ĂŶĚĨĂŝůĞĚ ?ƚŽĐƌĞĂƚĞĨƵŶŐŝďůĞĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůƌĞƉƌĞƐ ŶƚĂƚŝŽns of sundry non- human 
ŶĂƚƵƌĞƐƚŚƌŽƵŐŚǁŚĂƚƐŝǇĂŶďŝ ? ? ? ? ? )ƐƵŵŵĂƌŝǌĞƐĂƐ ‘ŶĞǁĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůĮŶĂŶĐĞ ? ?ZĂŶŐŝŶŐĨƌŽŵ
Z ?ƐĞĞKƐďŽƌŶĞ ?ƚŚŝƐŝƐƐƵĞ )ƚŽƌĞŐƵůĂƚŽƌǇĐĂƌďŽŶŵĂƌŬĞƚƐ ?&Ğůůŝ ? ? ? ? ? )ƚŽďŝŽĚŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇŽīƐĞƚƚŝŶŐ
(Daccache, 2013), attempts to isolate, render fungible, price and swap constituent pieces of non-
human nature have emphatically failed to achieve the scale expected by authors in 2008; the 
 ‘ǀĞƌƚŝĐĂůŝŶƚĞŐƌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŶĂƚƵƌĞŝŶƚŽĐĂƉŝƚĂů ? ?^ŵŝƚŚ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? )ŚĂƐŚŝƚƐŽŵĞƐŶĂŐƐ ?tŚŝůĞƚƌĂĚĞĂďůĞ
permit systems for GHG emissions continue to expand, notably in China, they have not become 
structurally important for the circulation of capital; the total sum of money changing hands in global 
carbon markets was less than a seventh of the market capitalization of ExxonMobile in 2015 
(Dividend Channel, 2015; International Emissions Trading Association, 2016). Lave (this issue) 
ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞƐƚŚĞĚŝĸĐƵůƚŝĞƐƚŚŝƐ ‘ĨĂŝůƵƌĞƚŽůĂƵŶĐŚ ?ĐƌĞĂƚĞƐŝŶƚŚĞŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?ƐůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞ Wshe 
wonders why critical scholars expended so much energy and ink on such marginal market 
mechanisms. 
tŚŝůĞǁĞĂŐƌĞĞǁŝƚŚ>ĂǀĞƚŚĂƚĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐƚŚĞ ‘ŶĞŽ ?ĐĂŶĚŝƐƚƌĂĐƚƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĞƌƐ ?ǁĞĂůƐŽŬŶŽǁƚŚĂƚƐƵĐŚ
ƐĐŚĞŵĞƐĐĂŶŚĂǀĞƐŝŐŶŝĮĐĂŶƚůŽĐĂůŝǌĞĚĞīĞĐƚƐ ?Ğ ?Ő ?ĚŝƐƉŽ ƐĞƐƐŝŽŶ )ĂŶĚŵŽƌĞďƌŽĂĚůǇĐĂŶůĞŐŝƚŝŵŝze 
continued extraction-as-usual (Felli, 2015). Furthermore, many market-based schemes seem to 
further sediment what we might call an international, racialized division of labour for climate 
mitigation, where Brown and Black people are called upon to change their lives in the service of 
 ?ƐƵƉƉŽƐĞĚ )ĞĸĐŝĞŶƚ ?ůŽǁ-cost emission reductions. While writers like London et al. (2013) have 
ŇĂŐŐĞĚƚŚĞ ?ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵŝŶŐ )ƵŶĞƋƵĂůĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŽǆŝĐƐŵĂĚĞƉŽƐƐŝďůĞƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŽīƐĞƚƚŝŶŐŝŶƚƌĂĚĞĂďůĞ
permit systems, authors more ƐƋƵĂƌĞůǇŝŶƚŚĞŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?ƐůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞ ?ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐŽƵƌƐĞůǀĞƐ )
have rarely engaged with the raced logics of market-based environmental policy (although see for 
example, Baldwin, 2009, 2016), a point we return to in the conclusion. 
If the last decade ƐĂǁƚŚĞƌŝƐĞĂŶĚĨĂůůŽĨĐĂƌďŽŶƚƌĂĚŝŶŐĚĞƐŬƐĂƚŵĂũŽƌĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůĮƌŵƐ ?ƚŚĞ
ĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨůĂŶĚĂƉƉĞĂƌƐŚĞƌĞƚŽƐƚĂǇ ?Ɛ<ĂǇ ?ƚŚŝƐŝƐƵĞ ) ?KƵŵĂ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?&ĂŝƌďĂŝƌŶ ? ? ? ? ? )ĂŶĚ
ŽƚŚĞƌƐŚĂǀĞĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞĚ ?ďĂŶŬĞƌƐŚĂǀĞŐŽŶĞ ‘ďĂĐŬƚŽƚŚĞůĂŶĚ ? ?ĂůŽŶŐǁŝƚŚŝŶƐƚŝƚutional investors 
like university endowments, pensions and sovereign wealth funds. Kay (this issue) shows that de/re-
ƌĞŐƵůĂƚŽƌǇŵŽǀĞƐĂŶĚĂŶŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚŝŶƌĞĂůĂƐƐĞƚƐŚĂǀĞůĞĚĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůŝŶǀĞƐƚŽƌƐƚŽĂĐƋƵŝƌĞůĂŶĚĂƐĂŵŽƌĞ
ŇĞǆŝďůĞĂŶĚĂĚĂƉƚĂďůĞĂƐƐĞƚ ?ĂďůĞƚŽproduce value through a range of commodities or through asset 
appreciation depending on prevailing conditions, both environmental and economic. Driven by 
ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚĐůŝŵĂƚĞĐŚĂŶŐĞǁŝůůƉƵƚƐŝŐŶŝĮĐĂŶƚĚŽǁŶǁĂƌĚƉƌĞƐƐƵƌĞŽŶĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĂůǇŝĞůĚƐ ?ƚŚĞ
upheĂǀĂůŝŶĐŽŵŵŽĚŝƚǇƉƌŝĐĞƐĂůŽŶŐƐŝĚĞƚŚĞŐůŽďĂůĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůĐƌŝƐŝƐ ?ĂŶĚĐůŝĐŚĞǲŽďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶƐĂďŽƵƚ
ůĂŶĚůŝŬĞ ? ‘ƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞŶŽƚŵĂŬŝŶŐĂŶǇŵŽƌĞŽĨŝƚ ? ? ‘ĂŐƐƉĂĐĞ ?ŝ ĂƐŝŐŶŝĮĐĂŶƚůǇŵŽƌĞŵĂŝŶƐƚƌĞĂŵ
investment class than it was a decade ago (Kish and Fairbairn, 2017). tŚŝůĞŵŽŶĞƚĂƌǇŇŽǁƐĂƌĞ
ŶŽƚŽƌŝŽƵƐůǇĚŝĸĐƵůƚƚŽƚƌĂĐŬĚŽǁŶŝŶĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĂůŝŶǀĞƐƚŵĞŶƚ ?KƵŵĂĞƚĂů ? ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ĨĂƌŵůĂŶĚ
acquisition funds raised around US$500 million in 2009, then grew to US$3.9 billion in 2015 (Meyer, 
2016). This is not to say that the enactmĞŶƚŽĨ ‘ĮŶĂŶĐĞŐŽŶĞĨĂƌŵŝŶŐ ?ŚĂƐďĞĞŶƐŵŽŽƚŚ ?KƵŵĂ ?
 ? ? ? ? ) ?/ŶĚĞĞĚ ?ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐŽĨĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚǁŝƚŚĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞŚĂǀĞŐŽŶĞĨĂƌƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶŵŽƐƚŝŶ
ŚĞĞĚŝŶŐƌĂĐŬŝŶŐ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? )ĐĂƵƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚ ? ‘ŝĨǁĞĂƌĞƚŽƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚƚŚĞĨƵƚƵƌĞŽĨƚŚĞĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ
relationship ďĞƚǁĞĞŶĐĂƉŝƚĂůŝƐŵĂŶĚĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ? ? ?ƚŚĞƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŽĨĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶŶĞĞĚƐ
ƚŽďĞĞŵďŽĚŝĞĚƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶŵĞƌĞůǇŝŶƚŽŶĞĚ ? ?tŚŝůĞƵŶĞǀĞŶ ?ĨƌĂĐƚƵƌĞĚĂŶĚŝŶĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞ ?ǁŚŝĐŚŵŝŐŚƚ
ďĞƐĂŝĚŽĨŵŽƐƚĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚƐǁŝƚŚ ‘ŶĂƚƵƌĞ ? ?ƐĞĞKƵŵĂĞƚĂů ? ? ? ? ? ?), farmland and agro-food 
ƐǇƐƚĞŵĂƌĞĂŶĞǆƉĂŶĚŝŶŐĨƌŽŶƚŝŶƚŚĞĮŶĂŶĐĞ-ŶĂƚƵƌĞŶĞǆƵƐ ?&ƵƌƚŚĞƌ ?ƚŚŝƐĞǆƉĂŶĚŝŶŐĐŽŶŇƵĞŶĐĞŝƐ
ŶŽƚ ?ĂŶĚĐĂŶŶŽƚ ?ďĞĂ ‘ƉƵƌĞůǇ ?ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů Weconomic process, but can be soaked in dispossession and 
violence depending on the context: the largest plurality of environmental activists murdered in 2017 
was people trying to prevent the expansion of large-scale agribusiness (Watts, 2018). 
&ĂƌŵůĂŶĚŝƐĨĂƌĨƌŽŵƚŚĞŽŶůǇĂƐƉĞĐƚŽĨŶĂƚƵƌĞďĞŝŶŐƐƵďũĞĐƚĞĚƚŽŶĞǁ ?ŝƐŚ )ĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ ?&Žƌ
example, the invention and subsequent growth of the green bonds have been rather spectacular in 
ĚŽůůĂƌĮŐƵƌĞƐ ?ďƵƚĂƐĂŶŝŶƐƚƌƵŵĞŶƚƚŚĞůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞŝƐŽŶůǇďĞŐŝŶŶŝŶŐƚŽĞŶŐĂŐĞǁŝƚŚ ?'ƌĞĞŶďŽŶĚƐĂƌĞ
being promoted as a straightforward way for investors to facilitate lower carbon economies, and 
ƚŚĞǇĂƌĞůĞƐƐƌĞůŝĂŶƚŽŶƐƚĂƚĞƌĞŐƵůĂƚŽƌǇ ?ƌĞ )ĚĞĮŶŝƚŝŽŶƐƚŚĂŶŽƚŚĞƌĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů-ĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůƉƌŽĚƵĐƚƐ ?
like carbon markets. Invented in 2007, green bonds are projected to grow to US$250 billion in 2018 
(Chestney, 2018), though the specter of greenwashing looms over the entire asset class (Milhench, 
 ? ? ? ? ) ?dŚĞƌĞŝƐĂůƐŽĂďĞĞŶĂŐĞŶĞƌĂůŐƌŽǁƚŚŝŶǁŚĂƚŝƐĐĂůůĞĚ ‘ŝŵƉĂĐƚŝŶǀĞƐƚŵĞŶƚ ?ĂƐƐĞƚƐůŝŬĞ ‘ƐŽĐŝĂůůǇ
ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůĞ ?ŵƵƚƵĂůĂŶĚƉƌŝǀĂƚĞĞƋƵŝƚǇĨƵŶĚƐ ?ƌĂĐŬŝŶŐ ? ? ? ? ? ?ZŽƐĞŶŵĂŶ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?The growth of 
ŐƌĞĞŶĮŶĂŶĐĞŚĂƐƚĂŬĞŶŽƚŚĞƌĚŝƌĞĐƚŝŽŶƐĂƐǁĞůů ?ǀĞƌǇŵƵĐŚŝŶƚŽƚŚĞƌĞĂůŵŽĨĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůĞŶŐŝŶĞĞƌŝŶŐ ?
Parametric insurance for smallholders (Johnson, 2013a), pooled disaster risk insurance facilities for 
small island states (Johnson, 2013b), and debt-for-nature swaps have all been trailed with varying 
levels of success in the last decade. Capital is nothing if not relentless, and many of these highly 
engineered interventions operate with the express aim of drawing new people, places and 
socionatuƌĞƐŝŶƚŽŐůŽďĂůĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůĐŝƌĐƵŝƚƌǇ ?ǁŚŝůĞ ?ŽƐƚĞŶƐŝďůǇ )ĂƚƚĞŶĚŝŶŐƚŽĐůŝŵĂƚĞ
mitigation/adaptation or biodiversity conservation. Once again we are struck by the kind of division 
of labour at play in global environmental policies where responsibility for global socio-ecological 
reproduction is often placed on the most vulnerable. Insofar as neoliberal capital is willing to 
respond climate change, the rich will get carbon capture and storage (CCS) while the poor will be 
 ‘ŐŝĨƚĞĚ ?','ƐĂǀŝŶŐĐŽŽŬƐƚŽǀĞƐ ?^ŝŵŽŶ ?ƚŚŝƐŝƐƐƵĞ )ŽƌŽīĞƌĞĚ ‘ůŝĨĞƌĂĨƚ ?ŵŝĐƌŽ-insurance policies for 
climate adaptation  W ĂůůĮŶĂŶĐĞĚǁŝƚŚƉĂƌƚŝĂůůǇƐƵďƐŝĚŝǌĞĚĚĞďƚ ?dŚĞĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚŝƐŐƌŝŵ
bifurcated response, where capital relies on techno-ĮǆĞƐĂŶĚĐŽŶƚŝŶƵŝƚǇǁŚŝůĞƚŚĞĞǀĞƌǇŽŶĞĞůƐĞŝƐ
ƵƌŐĞĚƚŽďĞĐŽŵĞ ‘ƌĞƐŝůŝĞŶƚ ? ?ŝƐďƵŝůƚŽŶůŽŶŐƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐŝĞƋƵŝƚŝĞƐĂŶĚŵĂƌŐŝŶĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨĐŽůŽŶŝĂů W
capitalist expansion (both internal and external, Mies, 1986). But these imperatives are also in line 
with another key component of contemporary neoliberalization Wausterity, and its twin, extractivism. 
 Austerity rules and extractivism 
The retrenchment of austerity, indeed, the political visibility of austerity as a concept and category 
ŚĂƐďĞĞŶĂĚĞĮŶŝŶŐĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐƚŝĐŽĨĐĂƉŝƚĂůŝƐƚƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂůĞĐŽŶŽŵǇŽǀĞƌƚŚĞlast decade (Salzman et al., 
2015). While the term suggests across the board belt tightening, austerity is redistributive (Mirowski, 
2014) usually in an upward fashion, and not usually towards solving environmental problems. There 
ǁĂƐŚŽƉĞƚŚĂƚƚŚĞĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůĐƌŝƐŝƐŵŝŐŚƚƐŽƵŶĚĂƵƐƚĞƌŝƚǇ ?ƐĚĞĂƚŚŬŶĞůůĂƐĐĂůůƐŵŽƵŶƚĞĚĨŽƌĂ ‘ŶĞǁ ?
ŶĞǁĚĞĂů ?ĂŶĚĨƌŽŵƐŽŵĞƋƵĂƌƚĞƌƐ ?ĂŐƌĞĞŶŶĞǁĚĞĂů ?ƉƉĞĂůƐĨŽƌĞĐŽůŽŐŝĐĂůůǇŝŶŇĞĐƚĞĚ<ĞǇŶĞƐŝĂŶ
policies continue to resonate (Cohen, 2017), and there are even indications that the International 
DŽŶĞƚĂƌǇ&ƵŶĚ ?/D& )ŚĂƐĐŽŵĞƚŽƌĞĐŽŐŶŝǌĞƚŚĞŝŵŵŝƐĞƌĂƚŝŽŶŝŶŇŝĐƚĞĚďǇĂƵƐƚĞƌŝƚǇĂŶĚƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĂů
ĂĚũƵƐƚŵĞŶƚ ?KƐƚƌǇĞƚĂů ? ? ? ? ? ? ) ?dŚŝƐďĞůĂƚĞĚĂŶĚůĂƵŐŚĂďůǇŝŶƐƵĸĐŝĞŶƚŵĞĂĐƵůƉĂŚĂƐŶŽƚ ?ŽĨĐŽƵƌƐĞ ?
impeded other Bretton Woods institutions from facilitating the integration of parts of Global South 
ŝŶƚŽŝŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůĐŝƌĐƵŝƚƌǇƚŚƌŽƵŐŚůĞŶĚŝŶŐƚĞƚŚĞƌĞĚƚŽŵĞĐŚĂŶŝƐŵƐůŝŬĞŐƌĞĞŶďŽŶĚƐĂŶĚ
insurance-ůŝŶŬĞĚƐĞĐƵƌŝƚŝĞƐĨŽƌĚŝƐĂƐƚĞƌƌĞůŝĞĨ ? ?ŽƌĮŶĂŶĐŝŶŐŶĞǁĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůůǇĚŝƐĂƐƚƌŽƵƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ ?
like ongoing World Bank support for thermal power plants (Roasa, 2016). 
The link between austerity and neoliberal natures has long been present in the literature, but rarely 
in the foreground. While a somewhat blunt tool, in querying our data set of papers, only 27/846 
(3%) of geography papers had austerity in the keywords, title or abstract, and only 3/189 in 
Anthropology (2%). Austerity goes hand-in-hand with green market-ŵĂŬŝŶŐĂŶĚĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ PŽŶĞ
ŚĂŶĚƐƚĂƌǀĞƐǁŚŝůĞƚŚĞŽƚŚĞƌŽīĞƌƐǁŝŶ Wwin Wwin promises. In our joint research on for-ƉƌŽĮƚ
ďŝŽĚŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇĮŶĂŶĐĞ ?ƚŚĞĮƌƐƚũƵƐƚŝĮĐĂƚŝŽŶĨŽƌƉƌŽĮƚƐĞĞŬŝŶŐŝƐĂůǁĂǇƐ P ‘ƚŚĞƌĞŝƐŶ ?ƚĞŶŽƵŐŚĐĂƐŚƚŽƐĂǀĞ
ŶĂƚƵƌĞĂŶĚƚŚĞƐƚĂƚĞĂŝŶ ?ƚŐŽŶŶĂƉƌŽǀŝĚĞŝƚ ? ?ƚƚŚĞƐĂŵĞƚŝŵĞ ?ƉĞƌĞŶŶŝĂů ?ƐŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐƚĂǆ-cut fueled 
austerity is also central to ongoing, in some cases intensifying, resource extractivism facilitated by 
cash-strapped states (Apostolopoulou and Adams, 2015; Castree, 2008a). So environmental 
regulation through neoliberal governance practices is de rigour alongside intĞŶƐŝĮĞĚĞǆƚƌĂĐƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚ
can bring resource rents to the state (through domains ranging from mining to urban development). 
For example, the janus-ĨĂĐĞŽĨŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůĐĂƉŝƚĂůŝƐŵ ?ƐĞĐŽůŽŐŝĐĂůƌĞŐŝŵĞŵĂŬĞƐŝƚƉŽƐƐŝďůĞĨŽƌƚŚĞ
h< ?ƐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝǀĞŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚƚŽĐůĂŝŵƚŽďĞ ‘ƚŚĞŐƌĞĞŶĞƐƚŝŶŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ ?ǁŚŝůĞƐŝŵƵůƚĂŶĞŽƵƐůǇ
overriding a referendum to ban fracking in Lancashire. Elsewhere, the apparent contradiction has 
ďĞĞŶĚŝƐƉĞŶƐĞĚǁŝƚŚĞŶƚŝƌĞůǇ ?ƐDĂŶƐĮĞůĚǁƌŝƚĞƐŝŶƚŚŝƐĨŽƌƵŵ ?ƚŚĞdƌƵŵƉĞůĞĐƚŝŽŶƐŝŐŶĂůƐƚŚĞ
return oĨ ‘ŶĂƚƵƌĞĂƐƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞ ? ?ƚŚĂƚƵŶŝŵƉƌŽǀĞĚŶĂƚƵƌĞŝƐďĂĚĂŶĚƚŚĞďĞůŝĞĨƚŚĂƚ ‘ǁĞĐĂŶƵƐĞŶĂƚƵƌĞ
without harm  W ƚŽŶĂƚƵƌĞŽƌƚŽŽƵƌƐĞůǀĞƐ ? ? 
tŚŝůĞdƌƵŵƉ ?ƐĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŝĚĞŽůŽŐǇŵĂǇůĂǇĂƚƚŚĞĞǆƚƌĞŵĞĞŶĚŽĨƚŚĞƐƉĞĐƚƌƵŵ ?ĂƌĞĐĞŶƚƌĞǀŝĞǁ
in Nature highlights erosion in regulation and regulatory budgets worldwide. In terms of 
ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůƉƌŽƚĞĐƚŝŽŶ ?ƉŽůŝƚŝĐŝĂŶƐĂƌĞƵƐŝŶŐ ‘ǀĂƌŝŽƵƐƚĂĐƚŝ ƐƚŽƌĞŶĚĞƌůĞŐĂůŝŶƐƚƌƵŵĞŶƚƐƚŽŽƚŚůĞƐƐ ?
(Chapron et al., 2017: 3) in countries like Canada, Sweden, Brazil, India, UK and Greece, 
demonstrating once again, that short-term goals responding to election cycles and market 
ŝŵƉĞƌĂƚŝǀĞƐ ‘ĂƌĞŽĨƚĞŶƉƵƌƐƵĞĚĂƚƚŚĞĞǆƉĞŶƐĞŽĨůŽŶŐ-ƚĞƌŵĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚƐ ? ?ŝďŝĚ ?Ɖ ? ? ) ?dŚŝƐ
variety of short-termism is a global phenomenon, as politicians view restrictions on degradation and 
fostering growth as a zero-ƐƵŵƚƌĂĚĞŽī ?ĂŶŝŶƐƚŝŶĐƚƚŚĂƚŚĂƐďĞĞŶƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝǀĞůǇĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞĚĨƌŽŵĂ
ƌĂŶŐĞŽĨƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂůĂŶĚĂŶĂůǇƚŝĐĂůƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶƐ ?ĨƌŽŵ<ůĞŝŶ ?Ɛ ? ?   ? )ŽƉĞŶŝŶŐĐŚĂƉƚĞƌŽĨdŚŝƐŚĂŶŐĞƐ
Everything, to the degƌŽǁƚŚůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞ ? ?ůŝƐĂĞƚĂů ? ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ƚŽtŽƌůĚĐŽůŽŐǇ ?ƐĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶƐŽĨ
ĐĂƉŝƚĂů ?ƐĐƌŝƐŝƐƚĞŶĚĞŶĐǇŽĨĚĞƐƚƌŽǇŝŶŐƚŚĞĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐŽĨƌĞƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ ?DŽŽƌĞ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ůŝŬĞ
all things neoliberal (or geographical for that matter), we need to take some care not to portray 
identicality where it does not, and perhaps cannot, exist. For example, there is a vibrant literature on 
 ‘ŶŽƚƋƵŝƚĞ ?ŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŶĂƚƵƌĞƐŝŶ>ĂƚŝŶŵĞƌŝĐĂ ?ĚĞ&ƌĞŝƚĂƐĞƚĂů ? ? ? ? ? ? )ƚŚĂƚŚĂƐĞǆƉůŽƌĞĚƚŚĞŶĂƚƵƌĞƐ
and policies that were produceĚďǇ ‘ƉŝŶŬƚŝĚĞ ?ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚƐ ?ĂŐĂŝŶƐƚƚŚĞŐƌĂŝŶŽĨĂƵƐƚĞƌŝƚǇ ?ďƵƚŽĨƚĞŶ
with the same bipolar approach to environmental protection and extraction present elsewhere. 
>ŽĐŬŚĂƌƚ ? ? ? ? ? )ĚŝŐƐĚĞĞƉĞƌŝŶƚŽƚŚĞĐĂƐĞŽĨƚŚĞh< ?ǁŚĞƌĞďŝŽĚŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇŽīƐĞƚƚŝŶŐǁĂƐĂĚŽƉƚed as 
ŽĸĐŝĂůƉŽůŝĐǇ ?ďƵƚĨĂŝůĞĚŝŶŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶďĞĐĂƵƐĞƚŚĞƐƚĂƚĞǁĂƐ ?ĞīĞĐƚŝǀĞůǇ ?ƚŽŽƌĂǀĂŐĞĚďǇ
austerity to create the conditions whereby even neoliberal biodiversity policy might be rolled out. A 
ƐŝŵŵĞƌŝŶŐĐƌŝƐŝƐŽĨŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĂǀĂŝůĂďŝůŝƚǇĂŶĚĂīŽƌĚĂďŝůity prompted less enthusiasm for any form of 
landscape conservation if it entailed imposing even nominal costs on developers. The narrative that 
ĂůĂĐŬŽĨĂīŽƌĚĂďůĞŚŽƵƐŝŶŐŝŶƚŚĞh<ŝƐĚƌŝǀĞŶďǇĞǆĐĞƐƐŝǀĞ ?ĞǆƉĞŶƐŝǀĞĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůƌĞŐƵůĂƚŝŽŶ
typically refuses to acknowledge how the neoliberalization of housing and the liberalization of 
ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌĮŶĂŶĐĞ ?ƚǁŽŽĨdŚĂƚĐŚĞƌ ?ƐƐŝŐŶĂƚƵƌĞƉŽůŝĐǇŝŶŝƚŝĂƚŝǀĞƐ ?ŝƐƚŚĞĐĂƚĂůǇƐƚŽĨƚŚĞŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĐƌŝƐŝƐ
(Robertson, 2017). Instead of advocating for increased investment of social housing, this genre of 
ĞǆƉůĂŶĂƚŝŽŶĞŵďƌĂĐĞƐŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝƐŵ ?ƐƐƚŽĐŬƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƚŽĐƌŝƐĞƐŽĨŝƚƐŽǁŶŵĂŬŝŶŐ PƐŽůǀŝŶŐŵĂƌŬĞƚ
ĨĂŝůƵƌĞƐǁŝƚŚ ‘ĨƌĞĞƌ ?ŵĂƌŬĞƚƐ ?ĂŶĚďůĂŵŝŶŐ ‘ƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƚŝǀĞƉŽůŝĐǇ ? ?ƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶĂƵƐƚĞƌŝƚǇŽƌůŝďĞƌĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ ?
for social and economic problems. 
dŚĞƌĞƐƵůƚƐŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƚŚĂƚƚŚĞĂƵƐƚĞƌĞƐƚĂƚĞŝƐĂƐŝŐŶŝĮĐĂŶƚ ?ĞǀĞƌƉƌĞƐĞŶƚ ?ďĂƌƌŝĞƌƚŽ ‘ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐĨƵů ?
neoliberal environmental governance. Austerity, accompanied by devolution of economic and 
environmental regulation to private sector actors, compels ƚŚĞƐƚĂƚĞĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌĂĐƚŽƌƐƚŽĮŶĚ
ŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝǀĞŶĞǁƐŽƵƌĐĞƐŽĨĮŶĂŶĐĞĂŶĚĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŐŽǀĞƌŶĂŶĐĞ ?ǁŚŝůĞƐŝŵƵůƚĂŶĞŽƵƐůǇůŽŽŬŝŶŐĨŽƌ
ǁĂǇƐƚŽĮŶĂŶĐĞƚŚĞŝƌďĂƐŝĐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ ?ĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚŝŶŐĞǆƚƌĂĐƚŝŽŶĂŶĚĚĞŐƌĂĚĂƚŝŽŶ ?dŚŝƐ:ĂŶƵƐ-faced 
character of austerity and extraction is one direction we think scholars of neoliberal natures could 
ƵƐĞĨƵůůǇĂƉƉůǇƚŚĞŝƌƚĂůĞŶƚƐ ?ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇŝĨĐŽƵƉůĞĚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĂůƌĞĂĚǇƐƚƌŽŶŐĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞ ?
That is, following Asiyanbi (this issue), how might we more explicitly illustrate both the overarching 
ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉďĞƚǁĞĞŶŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůĂƵƐƚĞƌŝƚǇ ?ĚĞƌĞŐƵůĂƚŝŽŶ ?ĞǆƚƌĂĐƚŝǀŝƐŵ ?ĂŶĚƌĞŐƵůĂƚŽƌǇ ?ĮŶĂŶĐŝĂů
ŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝŽŶ ?ĂƐǁĞůůĂƐƐƉĞĐŝĮĐŝƚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨƚŚĂƚƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶĂůŝǌĞĚŝŶĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ-ƐƉĞĐŝĮĐ
arrangements? And further, how might these situations be better understood if we were more 
attuned to the raced, classed, gendered and colonial constitution of both foundations and 
consequences of neoliberalization? Attending to these questions may be a useful way of challenging 
what Simon (this ŝƐƐƵĞ )ĐĂůůƐ ‘ƐƚĞĂůƚŚƵŶŬŶŽǁŶŬŶŽǁŶƐ ? ?ŽƌƚŚĞƚĂĐŝƚĨŽƌŵƐŽĨĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů
knowledge that are circulated and become the basis for technocratic, rather than democratic, 
management. The need to challenge these kinds of knowledges is urgent. Austere conditions may be 
new for some, but they are long lasting for others: compare the outcry over the contaminated water 
in the White community of Walkerton, Ontario (Prudham, 2004), linked to neoliberal austerity and 
deregulation, and the 40 First Nations communities across Canada dealing with drinking water issues 
for more than a decade, including the Neskantaga First Nation in northern Ontario which has been 
without clean drinking water since 1995 (Russell, 2018). 
In this section, we framed some important trends in the neoliberalization of nature over the last 
ĚĞĐĂĚĞĂŶĚƐŽŵĞǁĂǇƐƚŚĞůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞŚĞůƉƐŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚƚŚŽƐĞƚƌĞŶĚƐ ?/ŶƚŚĞŶĞǆƚƐĞĐƚŝŽŶ ?ǁĞƌĞŇĞĐƚŽŶ
the dominant analytical foundations of the literature, exploring both what our literature has 
successfully illuminated, but also what our frameworks have potentially obscured. We dig into those 
blind spots to suggest a variety of practices for more robust, wide-ranging engagements with the 
constituent pieces of the neoliberalization of nature. These are not simply analytical tweaks, but a 
recognition that the neoliberalization of the university fundamentally impacts our collective ability 
to query and challenge neoliberalization elsewhere. 
  
 
>ŽŽŬŝŶŐŝŶǁĂƌĚĂŶĚĨŽƌǁĂƌĚ PƌŽĂĚĞŶŝŶŐƚŚĞ ‘ĂĐƚƵĂůůǇĞǆŝƐƚ ŶŐ ?ĂŶĂůǇƚŝĐĂů frames of neoliberal1 
natures  
ĚĞĐĂĚĞĂŐŽ ?ĂƐƚƌĞĞ ? ? ? ? ?Ă )ƌĞŇĞĐƚĞĚŽŶƚŚĞŝŶŇƵĞŶĐĞŽĨĂŶ ‘ŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶĂůƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂůĞĐŽŶŽŵǇ ?
ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚŝŶƚŚŝƐůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞ ?ǁŝƚŚĞŵƉŚĂƐŝƐ ‘ŽŶDĂƌǆĂŶĚWŽůĂŶǇŝ ?ƐƚĂƚĞƚŚĞŽƌǇ ?ƌĞŐƵůĂƚŝŽŶƚŚĞŽƌǇĂŶĚ
ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐƐŽĐŝŽůŽŐǇ ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ? ) ?WŽůŝƚŝĐĂůĞĐŽŶŽŵǇƌĞŵĂŝŶƐŝŶŇƵĞŶƚŝĂůŝŶƚŚĞŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?Ɛ
ůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞ ?ĂƐƌĞŇĞĐƚĞĚŝŶdĂďůĞ ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚŽƵƚůŝŶĞƐƚŚĞĚŝƐĐƌĞƚĞŶƵŵďĞƌŽĨƚŝŵĞƐĂŶĂƵƚŚŽƌĂƉƉĞĂƌƐŝŶ
the reference list of the 846-ƉĂƉĞƌŐĞŽŐƌĂƉŚǇŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?ƐĚĂƚĂƐĞƚ ?ŶŽƚĞƚŚĞĨƌĞƋuency of 
ĐŝƚĂƚŝŽŶƐƚŽƚŚĞůŝŬĞƐŽĨ,ĂƌǀĞǇ ?WĞĐŬ ?ƌĞŶŶĞƌĂŶĚ:ĞƐƐŽƉ ?ƌĞŇĞĐƚŝŶŐĂƐƚƌĞĞ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ?ŽďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ ?/Ŷ
ŚŝƐĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶƚŽƚŚŝƐĨŽƌƵŵ ?DŽƌŐĂŶZŽďĞƌƚƐŽŶƐŝƚƵĂƚĞƐŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?ƐƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐŚŝƉǁŝƚŚŝŶĂ
longer trajectory of eco-Marxism, namely James K ?ŽŶŶŽƌĂŶĚůŵĂƌůǀĂƚĞƌ ?ƉƌŝŵĂƌǇŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝŽŶ
of this literature, he suggests, was to ground the often abstract and monolithic arguments of eco-
marxists through the methodological approaches more common in economic 
 
 
 
Name 
Number of citations 
in data set 
1 David Harvey 469 
2 Karen Bakker 443 
3 Noel Castree 439 
4 Jamie Peck 424 
5 Erik Swyngedouw 358 
6 James McCarthy 344 
7 Neil Brenner 234 
8 Becky Mansfield 207 
9 Michel Foucault 194 
10 Morgan Robertson 189 
11 Bob Jessop 188 
12 Gavin Bridge 186 
13 World Bank 181 
14 Nik Heynen 179 
15 Wendy Larner 168 
16 Tom Perreault 147 
17 Julie Guthman 143 
18 Neil Smith 143 
19 Bram Bu¨scher 132 
20 Paul Robbins 129 
21 Scott Prudham 122 
22 Dan Brockington 117 
23 Bruce Braun 116 
24 Tania Li 116 
25 Bruno Latour 115 
26 Kathy McAfee 115 
27 Tony Bebbington 111 
28 Karl Marx 109 
29 J.K. Gibson-Graham 105 
30 Michael Watts 104 
Table 1. Thirty most cited authors found in the reference lists of the geography neoliberal nature 
data set. 
geography and sociology (e.g. Jamie Peck and Neil Brenner). As Asiyanbi (this issue) explains, much 
ŽĨƚŚĞŐĞŶĞƌĂůĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚĚŝƐƉůĂǇƐĂĐŽŵŵŝƚŵĞŶƚƚŽƐƚƵĚǇŝŶŐǀĂƌŝĞŐĂƚĞĚ ? ‘ĂĐƚƵĂůůǇĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐ ?ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐ
 ?ĂƚĞƌŵŝŶŽůŽŐǇ ?ĨŽƌďĞƚƚĞƌŽƌǁŽƌƐĞ ?ĮƌŵůǇŝŵƉƌŝŶƚĞĚŝŶŐĞŽŐƌĂƉŚǇ ?ƐůĞǆŝĐŽŶ ) ?&ƵƌƚŚĞƌ ?ĂƐZŽďĞƌƚƐŽŶ
ƉŽŝŶƚƐŽƵƚ ?ƚŚŝƐŝƐƐƵĞ )ƚŚŝƐĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚĂůƐŽĂŝŵĞĚƚŽĂǀŽŝĚ ‘ŐĞƐƚƵƌĂů ? ? ‘ƵŶƐƉĞĐŝĮĐ ? ‘ƚƌĞĂƚŵĞŶƚ ?Ɛ )ŽĨ
ŶĂƚƵƌĞ ? ? 
dŚĞ ‘ĂĐƚƵĂůůǇĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐ ?ĐŝƚĂƚŝŽŶƉĂƚƚĞƌŶƐŽĨŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŶĂƚƵƌĞƐ 
Our citation analysis in Table 1 suggests that the most referenced work in neoliberal natures remains 
relatively homogenous in terms of gender and race. In geography, 7 out of the 30 are women (23%), 
and, while this is always tricky-business, it seems that there are no people of colour on this list (if 
you go to 50 most cited, the gender balance worsens: 18% women, with a ever-so-slight increase of 
racialized authors at 4%).5 
This is not surprising, given the broader White and male make-up of geography (e.g. Bonnett, 1997; 
Kobayashi et al., 2014; Mahtani, 2006; Peake and Kobayashi, 2002; Peake and Schein, 2000), 
ƌĞŇĞĐƚŝǀĞŽĨ,ĞǇŶĞŶĞƚĂů ? ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ĂƉƚŽďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚƚŚĞ ‘ŐĞŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĞƐŽĨŝŶũƵƐƚŝĐĞǁĞĞǆĂŵŝŶĞ
ĂůƐŽĞǆŝƐƚǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞƉĂƚƌŝĂƌĐŚĂů ?ĂŶĚƌĂĐŝĂůŝǌĞĚ ?ĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐŽĨŽƵƌŝŶƚŝŵĂƚĞƐŽĐŝĂůǁŽƌůĚƐ ? ?Ɖ ? ? ).6 
Feminists and geographers of color like Pulido (2002), Gilmore (2002) and McKittrick (2006) 
compellingly argue that the whiteness and maleness of the discipline  W a justice issue in its own right 
 W also narrows analytical vision(s), restricting the kinds of questions asked and answers found, and 
this includes studies of the neoliberalization of nature (a point we return to below). 
It goes without saying that we wholeheartedly agree with Mott and Cockanyne (2017) that there is a 
need for scholars of the nĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?ƐůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞƚŽƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞŵŽƌĞ ‘ ?Đ ?ĂƌĞĨƵůĂŶĚĐŽŶƐĐŝĞŶƚŝŽƵƐ
ĐŝƚĂƚŝŽŶ ?ĂƐŽŶĞǁĂǇƚŽĚŝƐƌƵƉƚĂƐƵď-ĚŝƐĐŝƉůŝŶĞƚŚĂƚĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞƐƚŽĞǆƵĚĞ ‘ƐĂŵĞŶĞƐƐ ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ? ) ŶĚǁĞ
ĚŽŶ ?ƚƉůĂĐĞŽƵƌƐĞůǀĞƐŽƵƚƐŝĚĞŽĨƚŚŝƐƉƌŽďůĞŵ W as authors, we know we have contributed to this 
problem. Of course there is a need to do much more than that, as Mott and Cockayne and many 
others have long argued, from Bonnett (1997) to Kobayashi et al. (2014). Rectifying these kinds of 
shortcomings in our literature, and our discipline more broadly, will require concerted, sustained 
ǁŽƌŬƚŚĂƚŐŽĞƐďĞǇŽŶĚƚŚĞĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚŵĞŶƚŽĨĞƋƵŝƚǇŽĸĐĞƐ ? 
To this end, a recently concluded large Canadian study (involving feminist geographer Audrey 
<ŽďĂǇĂƐŚŝ )ĨŽƵŶĚƚŚĂƚ ‘ƌĂĐŝĂůŝǌĞĚĂŶĚ/ŶĚŝŐĞŶŽƵƐĨĂĐƵůƚy members are numerically 
underrepresented, and they experience racism in a wide variety of forms, personal and structural, 
ďŽƚŚĞǆƉůŝĐŝƚĂŶĚĞǆƚƌĞŵĞůǇƐƵďƚůĞ ? ?,ĞŶƌǇĞƚĂů ? ? ? ? ? ? P    ) ?ĞƐƉŝƚĞŐƌŽǁƚŚŝŶĞƋƵŝƚǇƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐĂŶĚ
 ‘ĚĞĚŝĐĂƚĞĚŽĸĐĞƐ ? ?ĞīŽƌƚƐ ‘ƚŽĂĚĚƌĞƐƐƌĂĐŝƐŵĂƌĞůŝŵŝƚĞĚŽƌŝŶĞīĞĐƚŝǀĞ ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ? ) ?dŚĞǇĂůƐŽĨŽƵŶĚƚŚĂƚ
the increasingly austere, neoliberal culture of the University exacerbates the struggles of Indigenous 
and people of color in Canadian universities as approaches to solving structural racism often focus 
on individuals rather than systemic problems. And even if diversity policies and new institutions are 
ĨŽƵŶĚŝŶĞīĞĐƚŝǀĞ ? ‘ƚŚĞǀĞƌǇĨĂĐƚƚŚĂƚƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ ? ? ?ĞǆŝƐƚƐ ŽĨƚĞŶďĞĐŽŵĞƐĂŶĞǆĐƵƐĞƚŽĂǀŽŝĚĚŽŝŶŐ
ŵŽƌĞ ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ? ) ?dŚĞƐĞĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚƐǁŝůůsound eerily familiar to any scholar of contemporary climate or 
biodiversity policy where a proliferation of initiatives, laws, policies and institutions mask that little is 
being accomplished, shielding decision makers from criticism. 
As with systemic problems like climate change, there is no silver bullet for addressing the ongoing 
ǁŚŝƚĞŶĞƐƐŽĨƚŚĞhŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇŽƌŐĞŽŐƌĂƉŚǇ ?,ĞŶƌǇĞƚĂů ? ? ? ? ? )ŽƵƚůŝŶĞĂ ‘ĚŝƌƚǇĚŽǌĞŶ ?ǁĂǇƐƚŚĂƚ
gender and racial bias are maintained in the academy, ranging from wording of reference letters to 
Eurocentric disciplinary canons to disproportionate service work. Components of solutions range 
from doctoral student recruitment and the types of projects faculty support them to undertake (as 
suggested by Lave, this issue), to agitatinŐĨŽƌĚŝīĞƌĞŶƚŬŝŶĚƐŽĨ ?ĂŶĚŵŽƌĞŇĞǆŝďůĞ ?ƉƌŽŵŽƚŝŽŶ
criteria that are attentive to new models of scholarly engagement and analytical frameworks, all the 
way to organizing against the marketization of higher education that locks out working class 
students and many students of colour through huge fees, unsurvivable stipends and tenuous, 
casualized job prospects. In short, we must struggle against neoliberalism, and particularly its raced, 
gendered and classed aspects, in own our institutions if we are to improve our scholarly approach to 
contesting neoliberalization elsewhere. That is, while we think it is important to continue studying 
ďŽƚŚŽůĚĂŶĚŶĞǁĨŽƌŵƐŽĨŚĞŐĞŵŽŶŝĐůŝďĞƌĂůƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐ ?ĨƌŽŵĂƵƐƚĞƌŝƚǇƚŽĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ )ĂƐƚŚĞǇ
continue to organize nature in ways that serve some more than others, there is a need to query 
them in other ways, and part of this is expanding who is in the circle. 
 
Close to non-existing analytical frames in neoliberal natures 
Our data set suggests that feminist approaches are largely absent in the literature on the 
neoliberalization of nature.7 Searching through the abstracts, keywords and titles of the geography 
data set and only 17 papers use the term feminist, only 2% of papers; none of the anthropology 
papers use the term feminist. In geography only 47 papers turn up using the search term gender and 
since all the papers with term feminist are also captured in the search for the term gender, the two 
together total only 6% of the entire data.   In anthropology, 9/189 ( 5%) use the term gender. While 
ŽƚŚĞƌƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚŝƐŶĞĞĚĞĚ ?ƚŚŝƐƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞĞīĞĐƚƐŽĨŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝǌŝŶŐŶĂƚƵƌĞĂƌĞŶŽƚďĞŝŶŐ
substantially queried through a feminist analysis and that very few employ a gender lens 
 ?ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝǌŝŶŐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƐĞĂƌĞŶŽƚƚŚĞƐĂŵĞ ) ?zĞƚĨĞŵŝŶŝƐƚĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚĞƐŽīĞƌƉŽƚĞŶƚĂŶĂůǇƚŝĐĂůĨƌĂŵĞƐĨŽƌ
understanding neoliberalizing processes  W ĨƌŽŵĨĞŵŝŶŝƐƚŐĞŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĐĂůƚŚĞŽƌŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨĮŶĂŶĐĞ ?Ğ ?Ő ?
Pollard, 2013), feminist political economy (e.g. Fraser, 2014; Mies, 1986) and social reproduction 
theory (Bhattacharya, 2017), to name some of many. To illustrate, we point to the work by 
DĂŶƐĮĞůĚ ? ? ? ? ? )ŽŶƐĞĂĨŽŽĚĐŽŶƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶĂĚǀŝƐŽƌŝĞƐ ?ǁŚŝĐŚƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝǀĞůǇĚƌĂǁƐĨƌŽŵĨĞŵŝŶŝƐƚ
literature on reproduction and Foucauldian theorizations of neoliberal biopolitics to demonstrate 
how responsibility for the health and well-being of the population is placed on individualized, 
gendered bodies. 
tŝƚŚŝŶŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?ƐůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞ ?ƚŚĞŬŝŶĚƐŽĨƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐůĂƌŐĞůǇŶŽƚbeing asked, and answers not 
being found, also include those related to the co-constitution of neoliberalizing and racializing 
processes. Roberts and Mahtani (2010) identify this as a big gap within the broader geographical 
literature on neoliberalism, arguing that while geographers do draw out the uneven, often racialized 
ĞīĞĐƚƐŽĨŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐ ?ƚŚĞǇĨĂŝůƚŽŝŶǀĞƐƚŝŐĂƚĞŚŽǁƌĂĐŝĂůŝǌŝŶŐƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐĐĂŶďĞĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝǀĞ
of neoliberal processes. They push scholars to use racial analytics to explain, not simply describe. 
ZŽďĞƌƚƐĂŶĚDĂŚƚĂŶŝ ?ƐĐƌŝƚŝƋƵĞĞŵƉŚĂƚŝĐĂůůǇĂƉƉůŝĞƐƚŽƚŚĞŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?ƐůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞ ?ǁŚŝĐŚ
ŚĂƌĚůǇƐĞĞŵƐƚŽƐƚƵĚǇĞǀĞŶƚŚĞƌĂĐŝĂůŝǌĞĚĞīĞĐƚƐŽĨŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŐŽǀĞƌŶĂŶĐĞ ?tĞ
queried our data set for the terms race, racial and racism in the titles, abstracts and keywords and 
only 26 discrete papers returned in geography. The terms white or whiteness only added three to 
ƚŚŽƐĞƉĂƉĞƌƐĂůƌĞĂĚǇŝĚĞŶƚŝĮĞĚ ?ĨŽƌĂƚŽƚĂůŽĨ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?A? ) ?/ŶŶƚŚƌŽƉŽůŽŐǇ ?ĮǀĞƉĂƉĞƌƐƌĞƚƵƌŶĨŽƌ
the same terms  W 5/189 (3%). While an admittedly a coarse analytical method, it does suggest 
limited engagement with a social fact we suspect most fellow travelers would agree is of vital 
ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞ ? ?/ƚĂůƐŽƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƐ ?ĂƐƉĞƌZŽďĞƌƚƐĂŶĚDĂŚƚĂŶŝ ?ƐĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚ ?ƚŚĂƚǁĞare missing an 
ĂŶĂůǇƚŝĐĂůĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚƚŚĂƚĐĂŶŚĞůƉŶŽƚŽŶůǇĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĞīĞĐƚƐ ?ďƵƚĂůƐŽĞǆƉůĂŝŶ ? 
There is exemplary work to point to in this regard, including papers by Pulido (2016) and 
ZĂŶŐĂŶĂƚŚĂŶ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ŽŶƚŚĞŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůǁĂƚĞƌĐƌŝƐŝƐŝŶ&ůŝŶƚ ?DŝĐŚŝŐĂŶ ?dhe former outlines what an 
analytic of racial capitalism brings to explain the situation in Flint; the latter understands the crisis as 
ƉĂƌĂĚŝŐŵĂƚŝĐŽĨ ‘ƌĂĐŝĂůůŝďĞƌĂůŝƐŵ ?ƐŝůůŝďĞƌĂůůĞŐĂĐŝĞƐ ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ) ?,ĞĞĚŝŶŐZŽďĞƌƚƐĂŶĚDĂŚƚĂŶŝ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )
call, Ranganathan ŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚƐƚŚĞŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞŽĨĨŽƌĞŐƌŽƵŶĚŝŶŐƌĂĐŝĂůĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?ĚĞĮŶĞĚĂƐ ‘ƚŚĞ
ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂůƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐďǇǁŚŝĐŚĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐĂŶĚƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂůĨŽƌĐĞƐĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞƌĂĐŝĂůĐĂƚĞŐŽƌŝĞƐ ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? )ĨŽƌ
understanding the spatial dynamics of property ownership in cities (and otherwise) and for 
explaining who is subject to poisoned water. Both Pulido and Ranganathan emphasize the way that 
 ‘ƌĂĐŝĂůůŽŐŝĐƐŝŶĨƵƐĞĂƵƐƚĞƌŝƚǇ ? ?ŶŽƚŽŶůǇŝŶĚŝīĞƌĞŶƚŝĂů ?ƌĂĐŝĂůŝǌĞĚĞīĞĐƚƐ ?ďƵƚĂƐĨŽƌŵĂƚŝǀĞůŽŐŝĐƐƚŚĂƚ
ƵŶĚĞƌŐŝƌĚ ‘ĮƐĐĂůƐŽůǀĞŶĐǇĂďŽǀĞĂůůĞůƐĞ ? ?Ɖ ? ? ) ?ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐƉŽŝƐŽŶŝŶŐĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶǁŝƚŚůĞĂĚ ?>ŝŬĞƐŽŵĂŶǇ
ŽƚŚĞƌĨĂĐĞƚƐŽĨŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝƐŵ ?ƚŚĞƐĞĂƌƚŝĐůĞƐƉŽŝŶƚƚŽŚŽǁĂƵƐƚĞƌŝƚǇŝƐŶŽƚ ‘ŶĞŽ ?ĨŽƌŵĂŶǇ ?ůŽŶŐƚŚĞƐĞ
lines, Pasternak (2016) links present neoliberal austerity to the much longer, racialized histories of 
settler colonialism in Canada, austerity is a long-standing tool of colonialism. More broadly, such 
scholars emphasize that colonial and racial hierarchies are foundational to the workings of capitalism 
and to the workings of liberalism, and thus also, to neoliberalism (for recent work in this vein see 
Krupar and Ehlers, 2017, McClintock, 2018, Pettygrove and Ghose, 2018). 
Both Pulido and Ranganathan draw from the Black Radical Tradition (BRT) of DuBois, Robinson, 
James and Williams, which PuůŝĚŽĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐĂƐƚŚĞ ‘ŐƌĞĂƚĞŶŐŝŶĞŽĨƐŽĐŝĂůĐŚĂŶŐĞŝŶƚŚĞh^ ? ?ĂŶĚƚŚƵƐ
ĂůƐŽ ‘ĂŐƌĞĂƚĂƐƐĞƚŝŶƚŚĞĮŐŚƚĂŐĂŝŶƐƚŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝƐŵĂŶĚĐĂƉŝƚĂůŝƐŵ ?ƐĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĚŽŵŝŶĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƉĞŽƉůĞ ?
ƉůĂĐĞƐĂŶĚŶĂƚƵƌĞ ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ) ?ƐĞĞĂůƐŽ,ĞǇŶĞŶ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?^ĐŚŽůĂƌƐůŝŬĞWƵůŝĚŽĂŶĚZĂŶganathan 
demonstrate how the BRT explains intersecting processes of oppression and domination in the long 
and short(er) duree, (e.g. a crucial contribution also made by settler colonial studies and social 
reproduction theory). These analytical traditions pƵƐŚƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐƚŽƉůĂĐĞƚŚĞ ‘ŶĞŽ ?ŵŽŵĞŶƚŝŶƚŚĞ
 ‘ůŽŶŐĞƌŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů ?ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂůĂŶĚĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐĐŽŶƚĞǆƚƐŝŶǁŚŝĐŚǀƵůŶĞƌĂďŝůŝƚǇ ?ĐŽŶƚĂŵŝŶĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚĚĞĐĂǇ
ĂƌĞƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĚ ? ?WƵůŝĚŽ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ) ?ƚŽƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƵƐƚĞƌŝƚǇ ĂŶĚŶĞǁĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůĞǆƉĞƌŝŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ ?
including crumbling infrastructures, as part of a longer lineage of colonial and racialized 
abandonment (see also Davis and Todd, 2017; Patel and Moore, 2017; Whyte, 2016). If neoliberal 
ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŐŽǀĞƌŶĂŶĐĞŝƐŽĨƚĞŶƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚĂƐĂŬŝŶĚŽĨĮǆĚƌŝǀĞŶďǇĂ ‘ĐůĂƐƐpractice of the most 
ƉŽǁĞƌĨƵů ?ŐĞŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĐĂůůǇŵŽďŝůĞĐĂƉŝƚĂůŝƐƚƐ ? ?'ůĂƐƐŵĂŶ ? ? ?   P ? ? ) ?ƚŚŝƐůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞĐĂůůƐƵƐƚŽƚŚŝŶŬ
ĂďŽƵƚŚŝĞƌĂƌĐŚŝĐĂůĚŝīĞƌĞŶĐĞŵĂŬŝŶŐĂƐĂĐƌƵĐŝĂů ?ŝŶƐĞƉĂƌĂďůĞƉĂƌƚƚŚĞƐĞƐĂŵĞƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐ ?
 ‘ĂĐĐƵŵƵůĂƚŝŽŶďǇĚŝīĞƌĞŶĐĞ-ŵĂŬŝŶŐ ? ?ĞŵƉƐĞǇĂnd Collard, forthcoming). Indeed, if the neoliberal 
ƐƚĂƚĞŝƐĂŶĂƵƐƚĞƌĞŽŶĞŽďƐĞƐƐĞĚǁŝƚŚĮƐĐĂůƐŽůǀĞŶĐǇ ?ŝƚŝƐĂůƐŽŽŶĞƚŚĂƚĂůƐŽŚĂƐŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚƐƚĂƚĞ
capacity to protect extraction above all, as demonstrated in the military-grade response to Standing 
Rock in 2016 (Whyte, 2016), the growth of racialized state surveillance, such as that focused on 
Indigenous activists opposing fossil fuel extraction in Canada (Pasternak, 2014), and the increasing 
regularity of state or extrastate killings of environmental activists, often indigenous people, around 
the world (Watts, 2018). 
In sum, neoliberal natures need currently under-represented theoretical approaches, from feminist 
to critical race and beyond. But  W and this is a big but  W it is crucial that these literatures not be 
ǀŝĞǁĞĚĂƐƚŚĞ ‘ŚŽƚŶĞǁƚŚŝŶŐ ? ?ĂŬŝŶƚŽƉƵƚƚŝŶŐŽŶƚŚĞůĂƚĞƐƚ ?ŵŽƐƚĨĂƐŚŝŽŶĂďůĞƐŚŝƌƚ ?dŚĞƐĞĂƌĞ
embodied, praxis-ĮůůĞĚůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞƐƚŚĂƚĞŵĞƌŐĞĨƌŽŵůŽŶŐŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĞƐŽĨƐƚƌƵŐŐůĞ ?ƚŚĞǇĚĞŵĂŶĚĐĂƌĞĨƵů ?
slow reading as well as a heavy dose of responsibility and accountability to the struggles and 
communities from which they emerge. It is certainly not our place to describe what such 
accountability looks like, precisely, but we do know that there are risks of ongoing White and male 
appropriation and extƌĂĐƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚŵƵƐƚďĞƌĞŇĞĐƚŝǀĞůǇĂŶĚƚŚŽƵŐŚƚĨƵůůǇĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ ?ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇ
when the neoliberal natures literature  W and especially the most frequently cited authors  W remains 
so dominated by White and male scholars. This brings us directly back the question of who is and 
ŝƐŶ ?ƚŝŶƚŚĞhŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇ ?ĂŶĚƚŽƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐŽĨǁŚĂƚŬŝŶĚŽĨǁŽƌŬŝƐǀĂůƵĞĚǁŝƚŚŝŶŝƚ ? 
Conclusion: The dominance, marginality and failures of neoliberal natures 
WĞƌŚĂƉƐĂďŽǀĞĂůů ?ƚŚĞŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?ƐůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞŝƐĚĞĮŶĞĚďǇŝŶĐĞƐƐĂŶƚĐƌŝƚŝcism, even criticism 
ŽĨƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐƐƚŚĂƚƐĞĞŵ ?ŽŶƚŚĞƐƵƌĨĂĐĞ ?ƉƌŽŐƌĞƐƐŝǀĞ ?,ŽůŝĮĞůĚ ? ? ? ? ? )ĐƌŝƚŝƋƵĞƐĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů
justice within the US Environmental Protection Agency, Guthman (2004) slices and dices organic 
food labelling, Baird and Quastel (2011) spear dolphin-safe tuna, and Huber (2016) slays even, gasp, 
carbon taxes: all of these are understood as examples of neoliberal market rule in more and more 
ƐƉŚĞƌĞƐŽĨŽƵƌůŝǀĞƐĂŶĚŝŶŵĂŶǇĐĂƐĞƐ ?ŵŽƌĞŽĨƚŚĞƐĂŵĞƉƌŽĮƚĞĞƌŝŶŐďǇƚŚĞ ?A? ?dŚĞƐĞĐƌŝƚŝƋƵĞƐ
matter, as they often draw attention to a problematic siloing or rendering technical of 
ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŝƐƐƵĞƐǁŝƚŚŝŶŵĂŝŶƐƚƌĞĂŵĞīŽƌƚƐ ?ĂƐƚŚŽƵŐŚƚŚĞ ‘ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ?ĐĂŶďĞŝƐŽůĂƚĞĚĨƌŽŵ
other issues, namely wealth inequality, persistent racial and gender injustices and ongoing 
ĐŽůŽŶŝĂůŝƐŵ ?dŚŝƐƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐŚŝƉƌĞĨƵƐĞƐƚŽďĞŚĞĚŐĞĚŝŶďǇƚŚĞƉƌĂŐŵĂƚŝĐŽƌƚŚĞŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇ ?ŝƚŽīĞƌƐƵƐ
ǁŚĂƚƌŽǁŶ ? ? ? ? ? )ĐĂůůƐƵŶƚŝŵĞůǇĐƌŝƚŝƋƵĞ ?ŽŶĞƚŚĂƚŝŶƐŝƐƚƐŽŶ ‘ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞƉŽƐƐŝďŝůŝƚŝĞƐĂŶĚ
perspectives in a seemingly closed political and ĞƉŝƐƚĞŵŽůŽŐŝĐĂůƵŶŝǀĞƌƐĞ ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ) ? 
Yet we know that many of these institutions like the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) or 
initiatives like organic farming and labelling are trying to improve air quality and reduce pesticides. A 
challenge, then, ŝƐŚŽǁƚŽŬŶŽǁǁŚĞŶ ‘ƚŚĞƐĞŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚĂůĨŽƌŵƐĂƌĞƐŝŵƉůǇ ‘ŇĂŶŬŝŶŐƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ ?ĂŶĚ
ǁŚĞŶƚŚĞǇƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƌĞĂůƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂůŐĂŝŶƐ ? ?>ĂƌŶĞƌ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇƐŝŐŶŝĮĐĂŶƚŐĂŝŶƐĨŽƌǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ
people and the socio-ecological conditions that their lives depend on. ƐDĂŶƐĮĞůĚ ? ? ? ? ? )ĂƐŬƐ ?ĂƌĞ
ŶĞǁĮƐŚĞƌŝĞƐƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇŵĂƌŬĞƚƐĂŶŝŵĂƚĞĚďǇŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝŵƉĞƌĂƚŝǀĞƐŽƌƐŽĐŝĂůũƵƐƚŝĐĞ ?/ŶŚĞƌĐĂƐĞ ?ŝƚ ?Ɛ
both and neither  W infused with multiple logics. This is why empirical, close-ŐƌĂŝŶĞĚ ‘ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ- 
ĐŽŶƚŝŶŐĞŶƚĂŶĂůǇƐĞƐ ? ?^ƉĂƌŬĞ ? 2006, quoted in Heynen et al., 2007b: 4) still matters, as much 
ĚĞƉĞŶĚƐŽŶŽŶĞ ?ƐĞŶƚƌǇƉŽŝŶƚ ?ŽŶƚŚĞƐƉĞĐŝĮĐĐŽŶũƵŶĐƚƵƌĞ ?ŽŶǁŚŽĂŶĚǁŚĂƚŝƐŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚŝŶĐŽŶĐĞŝǀŝŶŐ
or perhaps hi-ũĂĐŬŝŶŐƚŚĞ ‘ŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂů ?ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƚŽďĞŽƚŚĞƌǁŝƐĞ ?dŚŝƐůĂƚƚĞƌƉŽŝŶƚŝƐŽŶĚŝƐplay in Tracey 
KƐďŽƌŶĞ ?ƐĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶƚŽƚŚŝƐŝƐƐƵĞ ?ǁŚĞƌĞƐŚĞŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚƐƚŚĞĐŽƵŶƚĞƌ-movements to forest carbon 
markets. There she charts the emergence of an Indigenous approach to REDD, one that mutates a 
preeminent neoliberal climate change policy into ĂƐĞƚŽĨƉŽůŝƚŝĐƐƚŚĂƚĂĚǀŽĐĂƚĞƚŚĞ ‘ĚĞ-
ĐŽŵŵŽĚŝĮĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨůĂŶĚ ?ĂŶĚĂƐĂ ‘ŵĞĐŚĂŶŝƐŵƚŽƌĞĐůĂŝŵĨŽƌĞƐƚƐĨƌŽŵƐƚĂƚĞŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚƐ ? ? 
This leads to back that tricky question of whether or not neoliberalism is a helpful or hindering 
analytical and political concept for resistance. In a short response to the series of chapters in the 
book Neoliberal Environments, Larner (2007) suggested that the authors tended to gloss over 
 ‘ĐŽŶƚƌĂĚŝĐƚŝŽŶƐĂŶĚŝŶĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶĐŝĞƐ ?ƚŚĂƚĚŝĚŶŽƚƋƵŝƚĞĮƚƚŚĞůĂďĞůŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂů ?^ŚĞƐƵŐŐĞƐƚed that the 
ĂƵƚŚŽƌƐĂƌĞĨŽĐƵƐĞĚŽŶ ‘ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝǌŝŶŐŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝƐŵƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶƚĂŬŝŶŐƚŚĞĐŽŵƉůĞǆŝƚǇŽĨĨŽƌŵƐŽĨ
ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŐŽǀĞƌŶĂŶĐĞĂƐƚŚĞŝƌƐƚĂƌƚŝŶŐƉŽŝŶƚ ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ? ) ?ŶĚďǇƐĞĞŬŝŶŐĐŽŚĞƌĞŶĐĞ ?ƐŚĞĂƌŐƵĞĚ
that these critical scholars could unwittingly be cŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŶŐƚŽĂŚĞŐĞŵŽŶǇƚŚĂƚĚŽĞƐŶ ?ƚƌĞĂůůǇĞǆŝƐƚ ?
ƵƚǁŚŝůĞƚŚĞƵƚŝůŝƚǇ ?ĂĐĐƵƌĂĐǇŽƌĞǀĞŶƌŝƐŬŝŶĞƐƐŽĨƵƐŝŶŐŽĨƚŚĞƚĞƌŵ ‘ŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝƐŵ ?ƌĞŵĂŝŶƐĂƚŽƉŝĐŽĨ
ĚĞďĂƚĞ ?ƚŚĞĐŽŶƚŝŶƵŝŶŐŶĞĞĚĨŽƌƚŚĞƉŽŝŶƚĞĚĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐƚŚĂƚŚĂƐƚǇƉŝĮĞĚƚŚĞůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞŝƐĐůĞĂƌ ?ĂŶd 
might be made even more powerful with the inclusion of new scholars and an expanded analytical 
ƚŽŽůŬŝƚ ?tŚĞƚŚĞƌŽƌŶŽƚŽŶĞĂŐƌĞĞƐǁŝƚŚ^ŵŝƚŚ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚ ‘ǁĞĂƌĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇůŝǀŝŶŐ
through a period in which the core socio-economic relationship with nature is being dramatically 
ƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵĞĚ ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ) ?ŽƌĂƌĞũƵƐƚƐĞĞŝŶŐƐůŝŐŚƚǀĂƌŝĂƚŝŽŶƐŝŶƚŚĞůŽŶŐƵĞĚƵƌĞǲĞŽĨƚŚĞůŝďĞƌĂůĐĂƉŝƚĂůŝƐƚ
ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?ƚŚĞƌĞŝƐƐƚŝůůŵƵĐŚǁŽƌŬƚŽĚŽŝĨǁĞĂƌĞƚŽĞīĞĐƚŝǀĞůǇĐŽŶƚĞƐƚƚŚĞƐƵƌƉƌŝƐŝŶŐ ?
dynamic, noveů ?ĂŶĚƉĞƌŶŝĐŝŽƵƐŝŶŇĞĐƚŝŽŶƐŽĨĐĂƉŝƚĂůƚŚĂƚĂƌĞǇĞƚƚŽĐŽŵĞ ? 
Notes 
1. For the purposes of this discussion, we agree with Pinson and Journel (2016) who define 
ŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝƐŵĂƐ ? ‘ƚŚĞƐĞƚŽĨŝŶƚĞůůĞĐƚƵĂůƐƚƌĞĂŵƐ ?ƉŽůŝĐǇŽƌŝĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶƐĂŶĚƌĞŐƵůĂƚŽƌǇĂƌƌĂŶŐĞŵĞŶts 
that strive to extend market mechanisms, relations, discipline and ethos to an ever-expanding 
ƐƉĞĐƚƌƵŵŽĨƐƉŚĞƌĞƐŽĨƐŽĐŝĂůĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ ?ĂŶĚĂůůƚŚŝƐƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƌĞůǇŝŶŐŽŶƐƚƌŽŶŐ^ƚĂƚĞŝŶƚĞƌǀĞŶƚŝŽŶ ? ?Ɖ ?
137). 
2. With invaluable research assistance from Mollie Holmburg and Andrew Schuldt, the data 
were derived through the following method. First, a list of key terms was generated to query the 
Web of Science database and produce an initial list of texts. The search was limited to journal 
articles from the social science, and arts and humanities collections and texts listing geography and 
anthropology as the primary discipline, and the years 2000 W2017. Web of science is not 
comprehensive, for example it does not index Capitalism, Nature, Socialism. Using the topic field, 
which indexes titles, keywords and abstracts, the following search terms were used: ((neo-liberal* or 
neoliberal*) or financializ* or marketiz* or commoditization or commodification or offsets or 
austeri* or privati*) AND (nature* or environment* or biodiversi* or climate or carbon or genes or 
ĂĚĂƉƚĂƚŝŽŶŽƌĐŽŶƐĞƌǀ ?ŽƌǁĂƚĞƌŽƌǁĞƚůĂŶĚ ?ŽƌĨŽƌĞƐƚ ?Žƌ ‘hƌďĂŶƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂůĞĐŽůŽŐǇ ?ŽƌĞŶĞƌŐǇKƌ
ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌ ?ŽƌŵŝŶŝŶŐŽƌŽŝůŽƌĨŝƐŚ ?Žƌ ‘ĨĂŝƌƚƌĂĚĞ ?ŽƌĚŝƐĂƐƚĞƌŽƌŚĂǌĂƌĚŽƌ ‘ĞĐŽƐǇƐƚĞŵƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ ?Žƌ
certification or waste or pollution). The resulting list of 1404(Geo)/415 (Anthro) was pruned to 846/ 
 ? ? ?ďǇĞůŝŵŝŶĂƚŝŶŐĂƌƚŝĐůĞƐĚĞĞŵĞĚƚŽďĞ ‘ĨĂůƐĞƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞƐ ? ?ƚŚĂƚŝƐ ?ǁŚĞƌĞŬĞǇǁŽƌĚƐĂƉƉĞĂƌĞĚďƵƚĚŝĚ
not touch on the neoliberalization of nature. Our criteria for sorting was the broad definition forged 
ŝŶ,ĞǇŶĞŶĞƚĂů ? ? ? ? ? ?Ă ) ?ǁŚĞƌĞƚŚĞǇĐĂůůĨŽƌĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞ ‘ǁĂǇƐŝŶǁŚŝĐŚĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů
governance, and environmentalism as a set of political movements, coincide, collide, articulate and 
even constitute tŚĞĞŵĞƌŐĞŶĐĞŽĨŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝƐŵ ? ?Ɖ ? ? ) ?tĞĂƉƉůŝĞĚĂďƌŽĂĚĐ ŝƚĞƌŝĂĨŽƌƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝǀĞ
topics, including examinations of neoliberalism and bodies (e.g. Guthman, 2011), studies of 
neoliberalizing processes and disasters (e.g. Katz, 2008) and urban environmental processes (e.g. 
While et al., 2004). 
3. By March 2017, 24 countries had climate liability cases: 654 cases in the US and 230 in other 
countries (see UNEP, 2017). 
4. For example, the World Bank recently launched a new program for climate-vulnerable cities 
in the Global South to access catastrophe insurance; this is simultaneously a direct enrollment of 
new locations and scales into circuits of finance, as well as the deeper integration of those cities into 
ĨŝŶĂŶĐŝĂůĐŝƌĐƵŝƚƐĂƐƚŚĞǇĂƌĞ ‘ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚŝǌĞĚ ?ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ‘ƚĞĐŚŶŝĐĂůĂƐƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ ?ŝŶƚŚŝŶŐƐůŝŬĞŐĂŝŶŝŶŐĂĐƌĞĚŝƚ
rating, producing climate data, and negotiating public Wprivate partnerships  W themselves a key 
technology of austerity around the world as public coffers are (portrayed) as thin and requiring the 
capital, efficiency, and nous of private business. 
5. Things improve ever-so-slightly but only on the gender front when one examines the most 
cited papers within our dataset, that is, the most cited papers of the 846-paper dataset. Of the 30 
most highly cited papers, 30% have first authors that are women, none by people of color; the 
numbers stay the same in the top 50 most cited, 0 by people of color, 30% have women first author 
papers. 
6. We repeated the exercise in Anthropology journals and found the cognate literature ever-so 
slightly more diverse in terms of racialized scholars. 
7. We note the high citations of Wendy Larner, Becky Mansfield, and Julie Guthman (Table 1), 
all known for employing feminist approaches. 
8. To add to our findings, we then searched the full text of the twenty most cited papers in 
Geography our data set and found that these terms appeared in only three papers, only one time in 
each. 
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What are the accomplishments of the ongoing process of the neoliberalization of nature?1 The 
 ‘ŚŽǁ ?ŽĨƚŚŝƐƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶŝƐ ?ĂƌŐƵĂďůǇ ?ĂƐŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚĂƐƚŚĞ ‘ǁŚĂƚ ?ŽĨŝƚ ?/ŶŽƚŚĞƌǁŽƌĚƐ ?ƚŚĞ
epistemological concern around how we analyze the accomplishments of neoliberal nature is as 
ĐƌƵĐŝĂůĂƐǁŚĂƚƚŚŽƐĞĂĐĐŽŵƉůŝƐŚŵĞŶƚƐĂƌĞ ?/ŶƚŚŝƐĐŽŵŵĞŶƚĂƌǇ ?/ƌĞŇĞĐƚŽŶƚŚĞƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶŽĨƐĐĂůĞĂƐ
one important dimension of this epistemological concern. I suggest that the level at which scholars 
seek to understand the accomplishments of neoliberal natures matters, thus signalling a politics of 
scale, which connotes a number of imperatives. After outlining these imperatives, I consider the 
ƐĐĂůĂƌƚĞŶƐŝŽŶŝŶƌĞĐĞŶƚůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞŽŶĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚWĂǇŵĞŶƚĨŽƌĐŽƐǇƐƚĞŵ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ ?W^ ) ?/
conclude by highlighting how the scalar tension might be steered in order to take account of the full 
range of ways in which neoliberaůĐĂƉŝƚĂůŝƐŵƵŶĚĞƌůŝĞƐƐŝŐŶŝĮĐĂŶƚƐŽĐŝŽ-environmental change. 
If, as Sayre (2005) claims, scale is inherent in all observations  W and one could add, analyses and 
interventions  W then a particular politics of scale becomes evident in the choices of social actors 
 ?DĂŶƐĮĞůĚĂŶĚ,ĂĂƐ ? ? ? ? ? ?EĞƵŵĂŶŶ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?dŚŝƐŝƐƚƌƵĞŽĨƚŚĞ ƐĐĂůĂƌĐŚŽŝĐĞƐŽĨƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ W be it 
ŐĞŶĞƌĂůŽƌƐƉĞĐŝĮĐ ?ŐůŽďĂů ?ƌĞŐŝŽŶĂůŽƌůŽĐĂů ?ƚŚĞƵŶŝǀĞƌƐĂůĂďƐƚƌĂĐƚŝǀĞŽƌƚŚĞƐƉĞĐŝĮĐĂĐƚƵĂů W as they 
seek to understand the logics, manifestations and accomplishments of neoliberal capitalism in the 
environment. And this awareness of the politics of scale has a long history in critical geographies of 
neoliberal capitalism and its metabolic relations with the environment. A trajectory can be traced to 
the 1980s and 1990s when the fruitful integration of historical materialism with geographical 
thought was stabilizing through the works of critical, especially Marxist scholars including Neil Smith, 
Henri Lefebvre, Doreen Massey, David Harvey, Erik Swyngedouw and others. Quite central to this 
literature was the spatiality of historical materialism and the dynamic co-production of social 
processes, scales and ecologies. These central ideas were accompanied by explicit elaboration of 
their implications for how ǁĞŵŝŐŚƚĂƉƉƌĞŚĞŶĚĐĂƉŝƚĂů ?ƐĚĞĞƉĞŶĞĚƉĞŶĞƚƌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ
and social life broadly (Harvey, 1993). 
Building on these early foundational works, scalar debates among geographers studying 
ŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝƐŵŝŶƚĞŶƐŝĮĞĚŝŶƚŚĞĞĂƌůǇ ? ? ? ?ƐǁŝƚŚĂƚůĞĂƐƚƚǁo special issues in Environment and 
Planning A (34: 5) and Antipode (34:3). For instance, Brenner and Theodore (2002, 344) would 
ƚŚĞŽƌŝǌĞ ‘ĂĐƚƵĂůůǇĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝƐŵƐ ? ?ĚŝƌĞĐƚŝŶŐĂƚƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƚŽƚŚĞƐƉĞĐŝĮĐ ?ǀĂƌŝĞŐĂƚĞĚĚŝŵĞŶƐŝŽŶŽĨ
neoliberalism, or what WĞĐŬĂŶĚdŝĐŬĞůů ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? )ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚĂƐ ‘ůŽĐĂůŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝƐŵƐ ? ?ĞŵƉŚĂƐŝǌŝŶŐ
the variegated forms that neoliberalism takes in places. This literature was also clear about the ways 
in which local processes articulate with and mutually rework wider neoliberal structures. Yet close to 
ƚŚĞĞŶĚŽĨƚŚĂƚĚĞĐĂĚĞ ?ƚŚĞƌĞǁĂƐƐƚŝůůƚŚĞƉƌŽďůĞŵŽĨƚŚĞ ‘ƉĞƌƉůĞǆŝŶŐůǇĂŵŽƌƉŚŽƵƐ ?ŶĂƚƵƌĞŽĨ
ŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝƐŵĂŶĚƚŚĞůĂĐŬŽĨĐůĂƌŝƚǇĂƐƚŽ ‘ǁŚĂƚŐĞŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĐĂůƐĐĂůĞƐĂŶĚůĞǀĞůƐŽĨƚŚĞŽƌĞƚŝĐĂů
abstraction we can identify it substaŶƚŝǀĞůǇ ? ?ĂƐƚƌĞĞ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ?,ĞǇŶĞŶĂŶĚWĞƌŬŝŶƐ ? ? ? ? ? ) ? 
EĞǀĞƌƚŚĞůĞƐƐ ?ƚŚĞƌĂƉŝĚƉƌŽůŝĨĞƌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨĚŝǀĞƌƐĞĐĂƐĞƐƚƵĚŝĞƐĞǆĂŵŝŶŝŶŐ ‘ĂĐƚƵĂůůǇĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐ
ŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝƐŵƐ ?ůĞĚƚŽƚŚĞƌĞĐĞŶƚƌŝŶŐŽĨƚŚĞƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶŽĨƐĐĂůĞŽĨĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐďǇƚŚĞĞŶĚŽĨƚŚĞ ? ? ? ?Ɛ ?dŚŝƐ
saw ƌĞŶĞǁĞĚĞīŽƌƚƐƚŽĐŽŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚƚŚĞĞƌƐƚǁŚŝůĞĨŽĐƵƐŽŶƚŚĞƐƉĞĐŝĮĐƐǁŝƚŚĂƌŝŐŽƌŽƵƐƚŚĞŽƌŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ
ŽĨŐĞŶĞƌĂůƉĂƚƚĞƌŶƐŝŶƚŚĞŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŶĂƚƵƌĞƐĂŶĚƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ ?ĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞ
process (Bakker, 2010; Castree, 2008; Heynen et al., 2007; Igoe and Brockington, 2007). For Castree 
 ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ŐƌĂƉƉůŝŶŐƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶŽĨƐĐĂůĞǁĂƌƌĂŶƚĞĚƚŚĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŽĨĂƐĐŚĞŵĂŽĨŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝƐŵ ?Ɛ
ŽŶƚŽůŽŐŝĐĂůĞǆŝƐƚĞŶĐĞ ?&ŽƌŝŶƐƚĂŶĐĞ ?ŚĞƉŽŝŶƚƐƚŽƚŚĞ ‘ ?Ɖ ?Ɛ ?ŽĨŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝƐŵƌĞĨĞƌƌŝŶŐƚŽŝƚƐĞǆŝƐƚĞŶĐĞ ?
at once, as an overarchiŶŐƉŚŝůŽƐŽƉŚǇ ?ĂŐĞŶĞƌĂůƉŽůŝĐǇƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŵĞ ?ĂŶĚĂƐƵŝƚŽĨƐƉĞĐŝĮĐƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐ
(Castree, 2010). Such a nested schema suggests at least two important imperatives: that analysts 
make explicit their scale of engagement with neoliberalism and they specify what is at stake in 
ĞŶŐĂŐŝŶŐǁŝƚŚŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝƐŵĂƚĂŶǇƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůĞǀĞů ?ĐĨ ?DĂŶƐĮĞůĚĂŶĚ,ĂĂƐ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?,ĞǇŶĞŶĂŶĚ
WĞƌŬŝŶƐ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? )ƉŽŝŶƚĞĚƚŽĂŶŽƚŚĞƌŝŵƉĞƌĂƚŝǀĞǁŚĞŶƚŚĞǇŽďƐĞƌǀĞĚƚŚĂƚ ‘ƐĐĂůĂƌĚŝĂůĞĐƚŝĐƐŝŶ
useful in understanding the impacts of neoliberalizatioŶŽŶŐůŽďĂůĂŶĚůŽĐĂůĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚƐ ? ?,ĞƌĞ ?ƚŚĞ
focus in on analysing neoliberalization as a processes and a web of relations as opposed to a 
 ‘ĨĞƚŝƐŚŝǌĞĚ ‘ ‘ƚŚŝŶŐ ? ? ? ?&ůĞƚĐŚĞƌĂŶĚƵȇƐĐŚĞƌ ? ? ? ? ? ?,ĞǇŶĞŶĂŶĚWĞƌŬŝŶƐ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?DĞĂŶǁŚŝůĞ ?WĞĐŬ
and Tickell (2012), alert us to a methodological implication of such a dialectical work which entails 
breaking down the polarizing scalar tendencies between the globalism of the Marxian political 
economy approach and the localism of the poststructuralist approach. With this background, I turn 
ƚŽƚŚĞƐĐĂůĂƌƚĞŶƐŝŽŶŝŶƌĞĐĞŶƚĞīŽƌƚƚŽƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚƚŚĞĂĐĐŽŵƉůŝƐŚŵĞŶƚƐŽĨƚŚĞŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨ
nature. 
Scale and accomplishments in financialization and PES 
The way in which scalar tensions have played out in analyses of the accomplishments of neoliberal 
ŶĂƚƵƌĞƐŝƐƌĞŇĞĐƚĞĚŝŶĂƚůĞĂƐƚƚǁŽŵĂũŽƌƐƚƌĂŶĚƐŽĨǁŽƌŬ ?KŶĞŝƐƚŚĞĚĞďĂƚĞĂƌŽƵŶĚĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů
ĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ ?ĂĐŽƌĞĂƐƉĞĐƚŽĨƚŚĞĚĞĞƉĞŶŝŶŐůŽŐŝĐƐŽĨĐĂƉŝƚĂůŝŶƚŚĞĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ?/ĨƚŚĞŽŶŐŽŝŶŐ
ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŽĨŶĂƚƵƌĞĐŽŵŵŽĚŝĮĐĂƚion is marked by the tendency to abstract, homogenise and 
ƵŶŝǀĞƌƐĂůŝƐĞ ?ƚŚŝƐƚĞŶĚĞŶĐǇĂƉƉĞĂƌƐĞǀĞŶŵŽƌĞĂŵƉůŝĮĞĚŝŶƚŚĞƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŽĨĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů
ĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ W ĂƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĚĞĮŶĞĚďǇƚŚĞƌŝƐĞŽĨƚŚĞĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůƐĞĐƚŽƌ ?ŝŶƐƚƌƵŵĞŶƚƐĂŶĚůŽŐŝĐƐŝŶƚŚĞ
environment. Indeed, it is the largely virtual and performative dimension  W Ğ ?Ő ?ŇŽƵƌŝƐŚŝŶŐĮŶĂŶĐŝĂů
discourses and concepts, spectacular events, symbolic transactions and alienating universalizing 
calculative practices  W ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐƐĂŝĚƚŽĂĐĐŽƵŶƚĨŽƌĂƐŝŐŶŝĮĐĂŶƚƉĂrt of the accomplishments of 
ŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůĮŶĂŶĐĞŝŶĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ ?ĞŵƉƐĞǇ ? ? ? ? ? ?^ƵůůŝǀĂŶ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ) ?dŚŝƐŝƐƚƌƵĞŝŶƐŽĨĂƌĂƐƚŚĞ
ŐĞŶĞƌĂůůĞǀĞůŽĨĂŐŐƌĞŐĂƚĞĚƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂƚŝǀŝƚǇŽĨĮŶĂŶĐĞŝƐƚŚĞĨŽĐƵƐŽĨĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŚĞƌĞ ?dŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ ?ƚŚĞ
ŝŵƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨĂŶĂůǇƐŝŶŐĮnancialization at this level must be made explicit: the reported level of 
ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂƚŝǀŝƚǇŽĨĮŶĂŶĐĞŝƐĂĚŝƌĞĐƚĐŽŶƐĞƋƵĞŶĐĞŽĨƚŚŝƐƐĐĂůĞŽĨĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ ?ƐƐƵĐŚ ?ƚŚĞĐĂůůĨŽƌ
 ‘ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĞīŽƌƚƚŽĚƌŝůů-ĚŽǁŶ ?ƚŽƐƉĞĐŝĮĐŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůďĂƐŝƐ ?ƌĂĐŬŝŶŐ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ? ?ĞŵƉsey, 2017), 
ƌĞŇĞĐƚƐĂŵƵĐŚŶĞĞĚĞĚŝŵƉĞƌĂƚŝǀĞƚŽŐŽďĞǇŽŶĚƚŚĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚƐĐĂůĞŽĨĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐďǇĂƚƚĞŶĚŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞ
ƐƉĞĐŝĮĐŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů WŐĞŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĐĂůďĂƐŝƐĂŶĚĞīĞĐƚƐŽĨĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶŝŶƉůĂĐĞƐ ? 
Linked to this is the major indication that, on the whole, the incursion of neoliberal capital into 
nature has been thin, variegated, hybridized, frustrated, even stymied in some places (e.g. Bigger, 
2017; Dempsey and Suarez, 2016; Fletcher and Breitling, 2012; Milne and Adams, 2012). Indeed, as 
Dempsey (2017: 201) notes coŶĐĞƌŶŝŶŐƚŚĞĂĐŚŝĞǀĞŵĞŶƚƐŽĨƚŚĞĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ ?
 ‘ĨĂŝůƵƌĞŝƐĂďŝŐƉĂƌƚŽĨƚŚĞƐƚŽƌǇƚŽƐƚƵĚǇĂŶĚƚĞůů ? ?zĞƚ ĞǀĞŶŝĨĐĂƉŝƚĂůĂƉƉĞĂƌƐƚŽĨĂůƚĞƌŝŶƌĞŵĂŬŝŶŐ
nature in its own image, it still shapes and transforms socio-ecologies in a whole range of other 
ƐƉĞĐŝĮĐǁĂǇƐƚŚĂƚŵĂǇŶŽƚŶĞĂƚůǇĂůŝŐŶǁŝƚŚĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶƐŽĨŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůƐƵĐĐĞƐƐŽƌĨĂŝůƵƌĞ ?&Žƌ
instance, regardless of whether or not they lead to successful carbon markets, neoliberal carbon 
projects might, nevertheless, be linked to a range of other transformations including institutional 
restructuring that further centralizes forest governance, shifts in resource-based accumulation 
patterns and impacts on collateral resource economies e.g. timber, charcoal and non-timber forest 
products (see Asiyanbi, 2016; Gray, 2017; Lohmann, 2016). These more-than-market impacts are 
another important aspect of the accomplishments of neoliberalism  W the remaking of socio-
ĞĐŽůŽŐŝĞƐŝŶĂǁŚŽůĞƌĂŶŐĞŽĨǁĂǇƐŽĨƚĞŶƉĞƌǀĞƌƐĞ ?ƵŶĨŽƌĞƐĞĞŶĂŶĚƵŶŝŶƚĞŶĚĞĚ ?dŚŝƐĚŝīerence 
ďĞƚǁĞĞŶĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨ ‘ŵĂƌŬĞƚ-ŶĞƐƐ ?ŽƌŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůƐƵĐĐĞƐƐ ?ĨĂŝůƵƌĞĂŶĚƚŚĞƐƉĞĐŝĮĐĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐĞīĞĐƚƐŝƐ
thus, a quintessential scalar question. While the former tends towards an evaluation against the 
general features and logics of neoliberalism, the ůĂƚƚĞƌŝŶƐƚĞĂĚĨŽĐƵƐĞƐŽŶƐƉĞĐŝĮĐŵĂŶŝĨĞƐƚĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨ
the impacts of neoliberalism for what they mean in particular contexts. 
The second strand of the literature that illustrates the importance of the scalar tension for analysing 
the accomplishment of ŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝƐŵŝƐƚŚĞďŽĚǇŽĨǁŽƌŬŽŶW^ ?ƐŝŐŶŝĮĐĂŶƚĚĞďĂƚĞƉĞƌƐŝƐƚƐŽŶ
whether and to what extent variegated PES projects manifest market principles  and  can  thus  be  
regarded  as  neoliberal  (Fletcher  and  Bu¨scher,  2017;  Hahn et al., 2015; Van Hecken et al., 2018). 
While a number of studies here take a narrower conception of neoliberalism characterised by pure, 
functional markets or market-like exchange, others clearly emphasize the overarching neoliberal 
philosophy and provenance of projects that nevertheless variegate as they unfold (see McAfee and 
Shapiro, 2010; Milne and Adams, 2012; Osborne and Shapiro-Garza, 2018). As such, a challenge in 
the PES literature is the tension between the strand that tends to under-specify the general 
neoliberal provenance of projects (see Van Hecken et al., 2018) and that which tends to under-
ĞŵƉŚĂƐŝǌĞƚŚĞƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌŝƚǇŽĨƐƉĞĐŝĮĐĐĂƐĞƐ ?ƐĞĞ&ůĞƚĐŚĞƌĂŶĚƵȇƐĐŚĞƌ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ƚŚĞƌĞďǇƵŶĚĞƌƐĐŽƌŝŶŐ
the scalar tension in this literature. Both Fletcher and Bu¨scher (2017) and their interlocutors, Van 
Hecken et al. (2018) called for a similar response to the scalar tension  W an integration of the micro 
and macro aspects of neoliberalism and a dialectical approach to structure and agency in neoliberal 
projects respectively. zĞƚ ?ƚŚĞŝŶƚĞŶƐŝƚǇŽĨƚŚĞĚĞďĂƚĞďĞƚǁĞĞŶƚŚĞƚǁŽƐƚƌĂŶĚƐƌĞŇĞĐƚƐƚŚĞĚŝĸĐƵůƚǇ
ŝŶƚŚŽƌŽƵŐŚůǇĂŶĚĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚůǇĚĞƉůŽǇŝŶŐĂĚŝĂůĞĐƚŝĐĂůƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐŽĨƚŚĞĞīĞĐƚƐŽĨŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂů
natures. 
It is, thus, clear that the scale at which scholars analyse the accomplishments of neoliberal 
ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚƐŵĂƚƚĞƌƐ ?dŚŝƐĐĂůůƐĨŽƌƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĞĚĞīŽƌƚƐĂƚƵŶƌĂǀĞůůŝŶŐƚŚĞƉŽůŝƚŝĐƐŽĨƐĐĂůĞŝŶƚŚĞ
ĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝƐŵ ?ƐŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ ?ƉĂƌƚůǇďǇŵĂŬŝŶŐĞǆƉůŝĐŝƚƚŚĞƐĐĂůĞƐŽĨĂŶĂůǇƐĞƐ ?ǁŚĂƚŝƐĂƚƐƚĂŬĞ
ĂƚĚŝīĞƌĞŶƚĂŶĂůǇƚŝĐĂůůĞǀĞůƐĂnd how critical scholars themselves wield the power to render certain 
ĞīĞĐƚƐŽĨŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝƐŵǀŝƐŝďůĞĂƚƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌƐĐĂůĞƐ ?DĂŶƐĮĞůĚĂŶĚ,ĂĂƐ ? ? ? ? ? ?EĞƵŵĂŶŶ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?
Another imperative here is to deepen scalar dialectics by galvanizing commitment to the processual 
nature of neoliberalization. A focus on relations and processes might take questions of 
ĂĐĐŽŵƉůŝƐŚŵĞŶƚƐďĞǇŽŶĚƚĞůĞŽůŽŐŝĐĂůŶŽƚŝŽŶƐŽĨ ‘ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ĨĂŝůƵƌĞ ?ĂŶĚŝŶƚŽƚŚĞĂĐƚƵĂůǁĂǇƐƚŚĂƚ
neoliberalism reworks the social world both, as planned and unwittingly. The recent body of work 
emphasizing the complex constitutive processes and assemblages of neoliberalization is important 
here (Asiyanbi, 2017; Sullivan, 2017; Wilshusen and MacDonald, 2017). Ultimately, questions of 
scalar tensions and relations are not merely a matter of analytical expediency, they are also 
ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂůůǇĐŚĂƌŐĞĚ ?ƐŝŐŶŝĮĐĂŶƚůǇƐŚĂƉŝŶŐŽƵƌƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐŽĨƚŚĞǁĂǇƐƚŚĂƚŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝƐŵŝƐ
transforming socio-ecologies and how we might respond to foster more desirable futures. 
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Financialization, adaptable assets and the evolution of neoliberal environments 
Kelly Kay, University of California - Los Angeles, USA 
In the introduction to their special issue of Capitalism, Nature, Socialism on neoliberal natures, 
Heynen and Robbins (2005) underscore the need to think of neoliberalism as a process  W 
neoliberalization  W emphasizing that it entails shifts in human Wenvironment relations at a range of 
scales. While the authors focus primarily on four major shifts thĂƚĂƌĞŝŶŚĞƌĞŶƚƚŽŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?Ɛ
neoliberalization (governance, privatization, enclosure, valuation)  W categories that are also picked 
up and extended by Noel Castree in his review of the literature (2008)  W the centrality of these shifts 
is established using a ƐĞƚŽĨĐƌŝƚĞƌŝĂƚŚĂƚ/ĂůƐŽĮŶĚƵƐĞĨƵůĨŽƌƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐƚŚĞĐŚĂŶŐŝŶŐŶĂƚƵƌĞŽĨ
ŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŶĂƚƵƌĞƐ ?dŚĞǇǁƌŝƚĞ ? ‘ƚŚĞƌĞŚĂƐďĞĞŶĂŶŽƚĂďůĞĂŶĚĚŝƐƚƵƌďŝŶŐƐŚŝĨƚŝŶƚŚĞǁĂǇƚŚĂƚŵŽƌĞ-
than-human nature has been conceived, controlled, distributed, managed and ƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĚ ? ?,ĞǇŶĞŶ
and Robbins, 2005: 6). By focusing on these overarching categories of conception, control, 
distribution, management and production of nature, one can begin to understand how the 
relationship between capitalism and nature has shifted and mutated over the last 10 W15 years. 
I center this paper around one major evolution in socio-natural relations under capitalism, arguing 
ƚŚĂƚƚŚĞŐƌŽǁŝŶŐƉŽǁĞƌĂŶĚƉƌĞƐĞŶĐĞŽĨĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůŝŶǀĞƐƚŽƌ-owners in environmental conservation 
and management (Kay, 2018) has led to a reformulation of how value comes to be extracted from 
ŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?ƌĞƐŚĂƉŝŶŐƚƌĂũĞĐƚŽƌŝĞƐŽĨŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ ?Kƌ ?ƚŽƵƐĞƚŚĞƉŚƌĂƐŝŶŐĂďŽǀĞ ?ĮŶĂŶĐŝĂů
ownership of land, infrastructure and natural resources has critically altered the trajectories of how 
nature is conceived, controlled, distributed, managed and produced by capital. In particular, I argue 
ƚŚĂƚĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůĂĐƚŽƌƐŚĂǀĞĐŽŵĞƚŽƉƌŝŽƌŝƚŝǌĞŶĂƚƵƌĞƐƚŚĂƚĐĂŶďĞŵĂĚĞĂĚĂƉƚĂďůĞ ?ĨƌŽŵǁŚŝĐŚƚŚĞǇ
can produce a range of distinctive (but still deeply interconnected) assets along a range of 
temporalities. As I have noted elsewhere, the focus on adaptability is a product of the structure of 
shareholder-owned corporations, whose investors demand short time horizons of ownership 
coupled with high and conƐŝƐƚĞŶƚƌĂƚĞƐŽĨƉƌŽĮƚĨƌŽŵŝŶǀĞƐƚŵĞŶƚƐŝŶůĂŶĚĂŶĚƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ ?<ĂǇ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?
What is novel here, and what was under-discussed in some of the earlier literature on neoliberal 
ŶĂƚƵƌĞƐ ?ŝƐƚŚĞŽǀĞƌƚĨŽĐƵƐŽŶďŽƚŚŇĞǆŝďŝůŝƚǇĂŶĚƚŝŵĞďǇƚŚŝƐƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌĐůĂƐƐŽĨcapitalist actors. 
tŚŝůĞĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶŵĂƌŬƐǇĞƚĂŶŽƚŚĞƌƉŚĂƐĞŝŶƚŚĞƌĞǁŽƌŬŝŶŐŽĨƐƚĂƚĞ Wcapital Wnature relations in 
order to open up new arenas for accumulation  W making it consistent with what much of the 
neoliberal natures literature describes  W the reworking is one that is consonant with the changing 
nature of accumulation, particularly in the Global North. 
ZĞĐĞŶƚǁŽƌŬŽŶ ‘ŇĞǆĐƌŽƉƐ ?ŝŶŐůŽďĂůĨĂƌŵůĂŶĚĂĐƋƵŝƐŝƚŝŽŶƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐĂĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂůĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ?ŽŶĞǁŚŝĐŚ
I provide while also acknowledging that there aƌĞĂŶƵŵďĞƌŽĨĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůĚŝīĞƌĞŶĐĞƐǁŝƚŚƌĞŐĂƌĚƚŽůĂŶĚ
acquisitions across the Global North and South. This work focuses on how land comes to be viewed 
by investor-ŽǁŶĞƌƐĂƐĂŶĂƐƐĞƚĞŵďŽĚǇŝŶŐďŽƚŚ ‘ŇĞǆŝďůĞ-ŶĞƐƐ ? 
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 ĂŶĚ ‘ŵƵůƚŝƉůĞ-ŶĞƐƐ ? ?ŽƌƌĂƐĞƚĂů ? ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ƚƌĂŝƚƐƚŚĂƚĂƌĞďŽƚŚĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚĂŶĚŝŶƚĞƌůŽĐŬŝŶŐ ?ĂŶĚǁŚŝĐŚ/
argue carry relevance beyond global farmland acquisition. Using the example of palm oil, Borras et 
al. describe the range of possible futures that motivate investment in commodity production 
landscapes. As the authors argue, cooking oil, for example, can be produced in the present while 
awaiting an emergent biodiesel market. The concurrent building of novel storylines about the future 
ĂƌĞĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůĨŽƌůĂǇŝŶŐƚŚĞŐƌŽƵŶĚǁŽƌŬĨŽƌĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚĞƉĂƚŚǁĂǇƐŽĨƉƌŽĮƚ-making into the longer-range 
ĨƵƚƵƌĞ ? ‘ƚŽũƵŵƉƐƚĂƌƚďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐƵŶĚĞƌƚĂŬŝŶŐƐ ?Ğ ?Ő ?ƚŽƌĂŝƐĞŝŶǀĞƐƚŵĞŶƚƐ ?ůƵƌĞŝŶǀĞƐƚŽƌƐ ?Ğntice 
ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚƐ ?ƉĞƌƐƵĂĚĞĂīĞĐƚĞĚĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐĂŶĚŽƌĐŚĞƐƚƌĂƚĞĨĂǀŽƌĂďůĞŵĞĚŝĂĐŽǀĞƌĂŐĞ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?
If new markets in biodiesel never materialize, the same landscapes could be switched out of biofuels 
production altogether and into real estate (Baka, 2013), may have other useful property rights 
attached to them, or could potentially be enrolled in a range of extant or future environmental 
market schemes. 
The growing interest in acquiring land and resources for adaptable purposes builds on, but also 
diverges from, trends of neoliberalization. The neoliberalization of nature is characterized by the 
reworking of the relationships and boundaries between states and markets. This includes, for 
ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ?ƚŚĞĚĞǀŽůƵƚŝŽŶŽƌŽŋŽĂĚŝŶŐŽĨƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ ?ƚŚĞƉƌŝǀĂƚŝǌĂƚion of public assets and creation 
of new forms of and rights to property, and the preferencing of market-based transactions and 
ƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƐƚŽĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůƉƌŽďůĞŵƐ ?,ĞǇŶĞŶĞƚĂů ? ? ? ? ?  ) dŚĞĚĞŵĂŶĚĨŽƌĂĚĂƉƚĂďůĞ ?ŽƌŇĞǆŝďůĞ ?
natures, however, stems primariůǇĨƌŽŵƚŚĞŐƌŽǁŝŶŐƉŽǁĞƌĂŶĚƉƌĞƐĞŶĐĞŽĨĮŶĂŶĐĞĐĂƉŝƚĂůŝŶ
natural resource and agricultural industries (Gunnoe, 2014; Ouma, 2014). This is partially due to the 
fact that the 2007 W2008 global economic crisis unleashed a new interest in acquiring productive 
assets like land, often because natural resource landscapes like timber are either uncorrelated or 
reverse correlated to stocks; and partially due to a major legacy of neoliberalization (and to the 
restructuring of state-market relations more generally): the fact that many extant environmental 
markets and governance schemes have been around long enough now to have had a chance to 
ĞǀŽůǀĞ ?ĨĂŝůĂŶĚĂĚĂƉƚ ?ƉƌŽǀŝĚŝŶŐŶĞǁŽƉĞŶŝŶŐƐĨŽƌĞǆƉĞƌŝŵĞŶƚĂůĂŶĚĂĚĂƉƚŝǀĞĨŽƌŵƐŽĨƉƌŽĮƚ-
making. 
While it was acknowledged in many key publications on neoliberal natures that market actors are 
unlikely to provide the same long-term commitments or necessary infrastructural investments that 
the state would be required to, these actors were, at least in most instances, keeping the assets they 
acquired in the same industries. Swyngedouw (2005), for example, notes that the shift toward 
ƉƌŝǀĂƚŝǌĞĚŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚŽĨǁĂƚĞƌŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞŵĞĂŶƚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƐƚĂƚĞŚĂĚƚŽĮůůŝŶƚŚĞŐĂƉƐǁŝƚŚ
regard to long-term investments related to provisioning P ‘ƉƵƚƐŝŵƉůǇ ?ƚŚĞƌĞŝƐĂĐůĞĂƌĚŝƐŝŶĐĞŶƚŝǀĞƚŽ
ŝŶǀĞƐƚŝŶŶŽƚĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇƉƌŽĮƚĂďůĞůŽŶŐ-term activities like leakage control in contrast to productivity 
enhancing investments that improve short-ƚĞƌŵƉƌŽĮƚĂďŝůŝƚǇ ?/ƚŝƐŶŽƚĂƐƵƌƉƌŝƐĞ ?ƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ ?ƚŚĂƚƚŚĞ
staƚĞŽƌŽƚŚĞƌƉĂƌƚƐŽĨƚŚĞƉƵďůŝĐƐĞĐƚŽƌŚĂǀĞƚŽŵĞĚŝĂƚĞƚŚĞƐĞĐŽŶƚƌĂĚŝĐƚŝŽŶƐ ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ) ?tŚŝůĞƐŚŽƌƚ-
termism is a contiguous trait throughout scholarship on neoliberal natures (Heynen and Perkins, 
2005; Peluso, 2007; Swyngedouw, 2005), the acquisition of land, resources and infrastructure for 
ŇĞǆŝďůĞƵƐĞƐĂůŽŶŐŵƵůƚŝƉůĞƚĞŵƉŽƌĂůŝƚŝĞƐĚŝǀĞƌŐĞƐĨƌŽŵǁŚĂƚǁĂƐĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚŝŶĞĂƌůŝĞƌǁŽƌŬŽŶ
neoliberal natures. To this point: whether they have new owners, regulatory norms or governance 
ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞƐ ?ĞŶĐůŽƐĞĚĮƐŚĞƌŝĞƐĂƌĞƐƚŝůůďĞŝŶŐƵƐĞĚƉƌŝŵĂƌŝůǇƚŽĐĂƚĐŚĂŶĚƐĞůůĮƐŚ ?DĂŶƐĮĞůĚ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?
while privatized water utilities are still primarily in the business of provisioning water for household 
and agricultural uses (Bakker, 2005; Swyngedouw, 2005). Yet, with the example of farmland, 
ĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůŝŶǀĞƐƚŽƌ WŽǁŶĞƌƐĂƌĞŶŽƚũƵƐƚŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚĞĚŝŶĮŶĚŝŶŐƚŚĞŵŽƐƚƉƌŽĮƚĂďůĞŵĞĂŶƐŽĨƉƌŽĚƵĐŝŶŐ
food, but also are looking to increase the value of land and the operations that take place on it in 
multiple and temporally variegated ways, viewing it as yet another asset class on which they can bet 
(Fairbairn, 2014). 
  
 
My own work is focused in North America, a major testing ground for early neoliberal reforms 
 ?,ĂƌǀĞǇ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ĂŶĚŶŽǁĂŬĞǇƐŝƚĞĨŽƌƚĞƐƚŝŶŐĐƌĞĂƚŝǀĞĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚĞƐƚŽƚŚĞĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽn of natures. 
tŚŝůĞƚŚĞƌĞŝƐŽŶŐŽŝŶŐĚĞďĂƚĞĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞĚĞĮŶŝƚŝŽŶƐŽĨĂŶĚĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂůůŝŵŝƚƐƚŽ ‘ĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ ?
(Christophers, 2015), particularly with regard to farmland (Fairbairn, 2015; Ouma, 2015), within the 
US, there has been a measurable increase in investor Wownership of land and natural resources in 
recent decades (Gunnoe, 2014). Two brief examples illustrate how investor-owners are increasingly 
ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚĞĚŝŶůĂŶĚĂŶĚƌĞůĂƚĞĚŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞĂƐĂƐƐĞƚƐƚŚĂƚĂƌĞ ‘ŇĞǆŝďůĞ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ŵƵůƚŝƉůĞ ? ?ǁŝƚŚƌĞŐĂƌĚƚŽ
both uses and temporalities. 
The recent acquisition of vineyards by Harvard University in drought-stricken Paso Robles, CA 
provides one example. Through one of its investment arms, Brodiaea Inc., the Harvard University 
Endowment has spent more than $60 million since 2012 to purchase over 10,000 acres around 
ĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ ?ƐĞŶƚƌĂůŽĂƐƚǁŝŶĞ-growing region (Philpott, 2015). The acquisition has allowed Harvard 
to participate in the booming wine grape market in the short-to-medium term (Valdmanis, 2015), 
while tŚĞƌĞĂůĞƐƚĂƚĞǀĂůƵĞŽĨƚŚĞůĂŶĚŝƚƐĞůĨƐĞƌǀĞƐĂƐĂŚĞĚŐĞĂŐĂŝŶƐƚŝŶŇĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚĂůŽŶŐĞƌ-term 
investment opportunity. Furthermore, by acquiring permits to drill some of the deepest wells in the 
region, Harvard is also betting on the growing value of an under-regulated and increasingly scarce 
public good: groundwater (ibid). In this instance, the enclosure of a common-pool resource, water, is 
not straightforward, and is bound up in a range of well-established markets (farmland, real estate), 
albeit ones that ƌĞůǇŽŶƚŚĞĮĐƚŝƚŝŽƵƐĐŽŵŵŽĚŝĮĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨůĂŶĚ ?ůůŽĨƚŚĞƐĞŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚŝĞƐĐĂŶďĞ
ĞǆƉůŽŝƚĞĚĂůŽŶŐĂĐŽŶƚŝŶƵƵŵŽĨƚĞŵƉŽƌĂůŝƚŝĞƐ ?^ŽŵĞŽĨƚŚĞƐĞƉƌŽĮƚ- making activities could and 
should be called neoliberal (e.g. the enclosure of groundwater) while others do nŽƚĞĂƐŝůǇĮƚƚŚĞ
description (e.g. growing grapes in a region with longstanding big agribusiness interests [Walker, 
2004]). 
Similarly, investor Wowners are increasingly acquiring the landed assets and infrastructure of natural 
resource extraction and processing as a means of gaining access to lucrative tax credits and 
deductions. In Maine, where I have done research, it became common practice for private equity 
ŝŶǀĞƐƚŽƌƐƚŽĂĐƋƵŝƌĞƉĂƉĞƌŵŝůůƐ ?ƌĞŽƉĞŶƚŚĞŵĂŶĚƌĞĂƉƚŚĞďĞŶĞĮƚƐŽĨEĞǁDĂƌŬĞƚƐdĂǆƌĞĚŝƚƐĂŶĚ
ŽƚŚĞƌƐƚĂƚĞĂŶĚĨĞĚĞƌĂůƚĂǆďĞŶĞĮƚƐĨŽƌƉƌŽǀŝĚŝŶŐĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚŝŶĚŝƐŝŶǀĞƐƚĞĚƌƵƌĂůĂƌĞĂƐ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞŶ
shut down again once the tax credits run out (Richardson, 2015). The tax system becomes yet 
another avenue by which public goods  W in this case, tax revenues  W are able to be enclosed, but in 
this case, like the one described above, longstanding nature Wsociety relationships form the basis of 
ŶŽǀĞůĐŽŶĮŐƵƌĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨŽǁŶĞƌƐŚŝƉ ?ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ?ĂŶĚĐŽŶƚƌŽůƚŚĂƚŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚĞƉĂƚŚǁĂǇƐŽĨ
accumulation in the very short term. 
I want to be clear that I am not saying that there is something novel about buying land with the 
recognition that one could use it for multiple purposes. Small-scale farmers around the world 
regularly respond to commodity booms and busts by shifting their production toward more lucrative 
crops. Similarly, ranchers in many parts of the United States are aware of the fact that their land 
would likely fetch high prices for suburban real estate development, yet this development potential 
is not likely ƚŽďĞƚŚĞƌĞĂƐŽŶƚŚĂƚƚŚĞǇĂĐƋƵŝƌĞĚƚŚĞŝƌůĂŶĚŝŶƚŚĞĮƌƐƚƉůĂĐĞ ?tŚĂƚŝƐŶĞǁ ?ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ŝƐ
ƚŚĞŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚƉƌĞƐĞŶĐĞŽĨĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůŝŶǀĞƐƚŽƌƐĂƐĂŵĂũŽƌĐůĂƐƐŽĨŽǁŶĞƌƐ ?ǁŚŽ Was a result of their 
shareholder orientations  W ƵƐĞůĂŶĚĚŝīĞƌĞŶƚůǇ ?ďĞĂƌƌŝƐŬĚŝīĞƌĞŶƚůǇ ?ĞŶŐĂŐĞĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇĚŝīĞƌĞŶƚůǇ
ĂŶĚŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞƉƌŽĮƚƐĚŝīĞƌĞŶƚůǇ ?&ŽƌƚŚŝƐŐƌŽǁŝŶŐĐůĂƐƐŽĨŽǁŶĞƌƐ ?ŶĂƚƵƌĞƐĂƌĞďĞŝŶŐƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĚĂƐ
ĂĚĂƉƚĂďůĞ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞƚĞŵƉŽƌĂůŝƚŝĞƐŽĨǀĂůƵĞƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶĂŶĚĞǆƚƌĂĐƚŝŽŶĚŝīĞƌĨƌŽŵƚŚĞŵǇƌŝĂĚĂƚƚĞŵƉƚƐ
to neoliberalize nature that geographers wrote about extensively in the early-to-mid 2000s. 
 The editors of this forum have asked us to consider the material-ƐĞŵŝŽƚŝĐĞīĞĐƚƐŽĨƚŚƌĞĞĚĞĐĂĚĞƐŽĨ
neoliberal hegemony in the environmental register. I began by noting that one way of charting the 
ĐŚĂŶŐŝŶŐƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉďĞƚǁĞĞŶŶĂƚƵƌĞĂŶĚĐĂƉŝƚĂůŝƐƚŽƵƚŝůŝǌĞĂƐĞƚŽĨĮǀĞĐĂƚĞŐŽƌŝĞƐ PĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŝŽŶ ?
control, distribution, management and production. Through these categories, it is possible to follow 
ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵŝƚŝĞƐĂŶĚĚŝīĞƌĞŶĐĞƐŝŶǁĂǇƐƚŚĂƚƉƌŽǀŝde a picture of the changing nature of neoliberal 
ŶĂƚƵƌĞƐ ?/ŚĂǀĞĂƌŐƵĞĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞŐƌŽǁŝŶŐƉŽǁĞƌĂŶĚƉƌĞƐĞŶĐĞŽĨĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůŝŶǀĞƐƚŽƌ Wowners in a range 
of landscapes and natural resource industries has meant that natures are being reframed, or 
reconceptionalizĞĚ ?ĂƐŇĞǆŝďůĞ ?ŽŶƚƌŽůŚĂƐŶŽƚũƵƐƚƐŚŝĨƚĞĚĨƌŽŵƚŚĞƉƵďůŝĐƚŽƉƌŝǀĂƚĞƐĞĐƚŽƌ ?ĂƐǁĂƐ
the case under neoliberal governance, but in many instances it has also shifted from corporate to 
ĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůĐŽŶƚƌŽů ?&ŝŶĂŶĐŝĂůŝŶǀĞƐƚŽƌ WŽǁŶĞƌƐŚĂǀĞĚŝīĞƌŝŶŐŵŽƚŝǀĞƐĂŶĚƚimelines, meaning they 
ĐŽŶƚƌŽůůĂŶĚǁŝƚŚĚŝīĞƌŝŶŐĂŝŵƐĂŶĚŽƵƚĐŽŵĞƐƚŚĂŶŽƚŚĞƌŵĂƌŬĞƚĂĐƚŽƌƐ ?/ŶĐĞƌƚĂŝŶǁĂǇƐ ?
ĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶĚŝīƵƐĞƐĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ ?ĂƐŵĂŶǇůĂŶĚĂŶĚƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞŽǁŶĞƌƐĂƌĞǁŽƌŬŝŶŐŽŶďĞŚĂůĨŽĨ
shareholders. Yet, while control has been defused in certain ways, there has nevertheless been a 
ĐŽŶƐŽůŝĚĂƚŝŽŶŽĨĮŶĂŶĐŝĂů ?ŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶĂůŽǁŶĞƌƐŚŝƉŽĨŶĂƚƵƌĂůƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞůĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞƐ ?'ƵŶŶŽĞ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?
dŚĞƐĞůĂŶĚƐĂƌĞďĞŝŶŐŵĂŶĂŐĞĚƚŽďĞĂĚĂƉƚĂďůĞĂƐƐĞƚƐ ?ǁŚŝĐŚĐĂŶƉƌŽĚƵĐĞƉƌŽĮƚƐŝŶĂƌĂŶŐĞŽĨǁĂǇƐ
over a range of temporalities. Taking all of this into account, there is a real need to understand what 
ƐŽƌƚƐŽĨŶĂƚƵƌĞƐĂƌĞďĞŝŶŐƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ ?ǁŝƚŚĐůŽƐĞĂƚƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƚŽĚŝīĞƌĞŶĐĞƐ
across landscape types, as well as between the Global North and South. One hopes that future work 
on the intersections of neoliberalism and nature will pay close attention to these categories  W which 
are in many ways emblematic of the broader concerns of political ecology writ large  W and that this 
work will maintain continƵŝƚǇǁŝƚŚŽŶĞŽĨƚŚĞŐƌĞĂƚĞƐƚƐƚƌĞŶŐƚŚƐŽĨƚŚĞŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?ƐƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶ
(Castree, 2008): empirically rich and place-based case research. 
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Not so neo 
Rebecca Lave 
Indiana University, USA 
 
It is a bit weird, or perhaps a lot contrary, to argue in this forum that neoliberal natures  W one of the 
primary foci of critical nature/society research since the early 2000s  W is not much to write home 
about (much less to write approximately three gazillion journal articles about). But over the last few 
ǇĞĂƌƐ ?/ŚĂǀĞĐŽŵĞƚŽƚŚŝŶŬƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƌĞŝƐǀĞƌǇůŝƚƚůĞ ‘ŶĞŽ ?ĂďŽƵƚŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů
conservation policies and practices, despitĞƚŚĞĨĂĐƚƚŚĂƚ/ ?ǀĞƐƉĞŶƚŵƵĐŚŽĨŵǇĂĐĂĚĞŵŝĐůŝĨĞ
researching them. 
Unlike in areas such as healthcare or education, where the advent of neoliberal policies produced 
ƐƚĂƌŬůǇĚŝīĞƌĞŶƚŽƵƚĐŽŵĞƐ ?ƚŚĞƌĞĐŽŶĮŐƵƌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?ĐĂƉŝƚĂůŝŶƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƚŽŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂl policy 
ůŽŽŬƐŵƵĐŚůŝŬĞŝƚƐƉƌĞǀŝŽƵƐŝƚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ ? ‘EĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?ŝƐŶŽƚũƵƐƚŽůĚǁŝŶĞ ?ďƵƚŽůĚ ?ŽůĚďŽƚƚůĞƐ ?
dŚĞƐŚŝŶǇŶĞǁůĂďĞůƐ ?ŐƌĞĞŶĮŶĂŶĐĞ ?ŵĂƌŬĞƚƐĨŽƌĞĐŽƐǇƐƚĞŵƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ ? )ŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶƉĂƐƚĞĚŽǀĞƌďĂƐŝĐ
processes of accumulation, exploitation, and expropriation that have characterized capitalism as an 
ecological regime (Moore, 2015) for more than half a millennium. 
The on-the-ground consequences for people and ecosystems from the phenomena, we have been 
ƌĞĨĞƌƌŝŶŐƚŽĂƐ ‘ŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŶĂƚƵƌĞƐ ?ĂƌĞŝŵƉŽƌtant, but they are also old: enclosure, loss of livelihoods 
ĂŶĚƐĂĐƌŝĮĐŝŶŐĞĐŽƐǇƐƚĞŵƐƚŽĞŶĂďůĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ?&ŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ?<ĞůůǇ<ĂǇ ?ƐǁŽƌŬĂŶĂůǇǌĞƐĂ
quintessential example of neoliberal nature: privatization via land trusts and conservation 
easements. And yet the consequences she describes in Maine today (Kay, 2017) look a lot like what 
Thompson (2013) has shown us about conservation in the Northeastern US since the 1800s: rich 
folks enclosing common resources and defending them with armed guards, creating eerily similar 
loss of livelihoods to what Kay describes today. Thanks to the excellent scholarship on neoliberal 
natures, we can point to many comparable examples. Sarah Knuth has argued Leadership in Energy 
ĂŶĚŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůĞƐŝŐŶ ?> )ĐĞƌƚŝĮĐĂƚŝŽŶĂnd the green building movement simply remarket as 
green virtue building practices adopted for bluntly economic reasons (2016), and Lansing (2013, 
2014) demonstrates that the much vaunted Payments for Ecosystem Services program in Costa Rica 
does little if ĂŶǇƚŚŝŶŐƚŽƉƌŽĚƵĐĞŽƵƚĐŽŵĞƐĚŝīĞƌĞŶƚĨƌŽŵƉƌĞ-neoliberal conservation practices, 
instead reproducing existing environmental management practices and political Weconomic 
inequalities. 
The on-the-ground consequences for ecosystems are less certain, as studies of the physical impacts 
of neoliberal environmental management are fairly rare. In my work with Martin Doyle and Morgan 
Robertson on stream mitigation banking (SMB) in the U.S. (e.g. Doyle et al., 2015), we found that this 
ĞĐŽƐǇƐƚĞŵƐĞƌǀŝĐĞŵĂƌŬĞƚĞīĞĐƚŝvely buttresses existing trends rather than changing them. Instead 
of better protecting the environment, as advocates for market-based environmental management 
claim, SMB reinforces existing restoration practices that are at best unhelpful for stream ecosystems 
(Sudduth et al., 2011, Violin et al., 2011). Further, SMB enables the continuation of weak 
ĞŶĨŽƌĐĞŵĞŶƚŽĨƚŚĞh ?^ ?ůĞĂŶtĂƚĞƌĐƚ ?ƐŵĂŶĚĂƚĞƚŽƉƌĞǀĞŶƚŚĂƌŵ ?ĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚŝŶŐƚŚĞŽŶŐŽŝŶŐůŽƐƐŽĨ
stream habitat. In practice, then, this 
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market-based approach reproduces the failures of the command-and-control approach it was 
supposed to improve upon. Thus the existing body of work on neoliberal natures strongly suggests 
that their impacts on people and landscapes are far from neo. 
tŚĂƚƚŚĞŶŽĨŐƌĞĞŶĮŶĂŶĐĞĂŶĚƚŚĞƐŚŝŶǇŶĞǁůĂďĞůƐŽŶƚŚŽƐĞŽůĚ ?ŽůĚďŽƚƚůĞƐ ?ƐŚĂƐďĞĐŽŵĞ
ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐůǇĐůĞĂƌŝŶƚŚĞůĂƐƚĨĞǁǇĞĂƌƐ ?ƚŚĞƌĞŝƐƌĞŵĂƌŬĂďůǇůŝƚƚůĞĮƌĞƚŽŐŽwith all the smoke 
ĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůƚǇƉĞƐĂƌĞďůŽǁŝŶŐ ?dŚĞĂŵŽƵŶƚŽĨŵŽŶĞǇŇŽǁŝŶŐƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŵĂƌŬĞƚ-based conservation is tiny 
(Dempsey and Suarez, 2016), particularly when compared with estimates of the value of ecosystem 
services (Constanza et al., 1997, 2014). As Chris Knudson has shown, novel forms of risk insurance 
ĂƌĞŶŽƚƐĞůůŝŶŐĂŶǇǁŚĞƌĞŶĞĂƌĂƐǁĞůůĂƐƚŚĞŝƌƉƌŽŵŽƚĞƌƐŚĂĚŚŽƉĞĚ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ĂŶĚĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶĮŶĂŶĐĞ
ŝƐƐŝŵŝůĂƌůǇƵŶŝŵƉƌĞƐƐŝǀĞŝŶƚĞƌŵƐŽĨĐĂƉŝƚĂůŇŽǁƐĂŶĚƌĂƚĞƐŽĨƌĞƚƵƌŶ ?ĂƐ:ĞƐƐŝĐĂĞŵƉƐĞǇĂŶĚWĂƚƌŝĐŬ 
ŝŐŐĞƌ ?ƐŽŶŐŽŝŶŐƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚŝƐƐŚŽǁŝŶŐ ?ĞŵƉƐĞǇĂŶĚŝŐŐĞƌ ?ƵŶƉƵďůŝƐŚĞĚ ) ?&ƵƌƚŚĞƌ ?ĂƐ<ĂǇ ? ? ? ? ? )ŚĂƐ
shown, even in the small markets that are actually moving forward, the purportedly novel tactics of 
ŐƌĞĞŶĮŶĂŶĐĞĐŽŶƐŝƐƚŽĨŽůĚĨĂǀŽƌŝƚĞƐ ?ƐƵĐŚĂƐƐƵď-dividing and selling parcels. 
If not new impacts on livelihoods or ecosystems, perhaps what is really neo here, as Dempsey and 
Suarez (2016) have argued, is the conversion of environmental managers into good neoliberal 
subjects, so that the baseline values and expectations of the environmental community shift in 
fundamentally pro-market ways. I am unconvinced that this is anything more than pragmatic lip 
ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƚŽƚŚĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚĨƵŶĚŝŶŐƉĂƌĂĚŝŐŵĨŽƌŵĂŶǇƐƚĂīĂƚĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůĂŐĞŶĐŝĞƐĂŶĚŶŽŶ-
governmental organizations (NGOs). Kate Bishop, for example, showed that a core group of 
development professionals managed to keep the same palm oil expeller projects running in West 
ĨƌŝĐĂĨŽƌƚŚƌĞĞĚĞĐĂĚĞƐďǇĨƌĂŵŝŶŐƚŚĞŝƌǁŽƌŬĂƐĞǆĞŵƉůĂƌǇŽĨǀĞƌǇĚŝīĞƌĞŶƚŝŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů
development paradigms, from Appropriate Technology to micro-lending (Bishop, 2015). My hunch is 
that the current wave of allegiance to neoliberal conservation will be similarly transitory, particularly 
given the well-documented ambivalence of many in the environmental community towards market-
based approaches (Dempsey, 2016, particularly ch. 4; Fisher and Brown, 2014; Sandbrook et al., 
2013). 
The novelty or lack thereof of neoliberal environmental management may sound academic, in the 
negative sense of that term, but I believe it raises a far more important question: what are the 
intellectual and political consequences of framing our analyses of nature/capital through the lens of 
ŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?WƵƚĚŝīĞƌĞŶƚůǇ ?ǁŚĂƚĚŽǁĞůŽƐĞĂŶĚǁŚĂƚĚŽǁĞŐĂŝŶďǇĐůĂŝŵŝŶŐ that the 
ƉŚĞŶŽŵĞŶĂǁĞƐƚƵĚǇĂƌĞƐŽŵĞŚŽǁŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚůǇĚŝīĞƌĞŶƚĨƌŽŵŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?ĐĂƉŝƚĂůƉƌĞ-1970s?1 
We in the critical nature/society community need to consider the intellectual implications of that 
claim for the things we choose to study and those we choose to ignore. For example, which are we 
ŵŽƌĞůŝŬĞůǇƚŽĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞ PĂĚŝƐƐĞƌƚĂƚŝŽŶƉƌŽũĞĐƚŽŶŐƌĞĞŶďŽŶĚƐŽƌďŝŽĚŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇŽīƐĞƚƚŝŶŐ ?ŽƌŽŶƚŚĞ
incremental loss of life from poor air quality in communities adjacent to major roadways or the 
catastrophic loss of wetland habitat worldwide over the last century? Judging from what I see at 
ĐŽŶĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐĂŶĚŝŶƉƌŝŶƚ ?ǁĞƐĞĞŵƚŽďĞĞŶĚŽƌƐŝŶŐƚŚĞĨŽƌŵĞƌ ?ĚĞƐƉŝƚĞƚŚĞůĂƚƚĞƌ ?ƐǀĂƐƚůǇůĂƌŐĞƌĞĐŽ-
social impacts. 
The choice to frame our objects of study as new also carries political implications. Surely new 
phenomena require new strategies of opposition, yet old strategies clearly remain useful. For 
ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ?ƚŚĞƌŽůůŽƵƚŽĨďŝŽĚŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇŽīƐĞƚƚŝŶŐƉŽůŝĐǇĂƚƚŚĞƵƌŽƉĞĂŶhŶŝŽŶ ?h )ůĞǀĞůǁĂƐŚĂůƚĞĚďǇ
some very old school organizing: from counter-demonstrations to coalition building to pamphlets 
(Lave and Robertson, 2017).2 Taking the political implications of our work a bit further, I have to 
ĐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŬƚŚĂƚƚŚŽƐĞŽĨƵƐǁŚŽƐƚƵĚǇƚŚĞƌĂƌĞĂƐƉĞĐƚƐŽĨ ‘ŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŶĂƚƵƌĞƐ ?ƚŚĂƚŵĂǇĂĐƚƵally have 
a claim to novelty (the shiny labels on the old bottles) may be complicit in their reproduction. By 
continuing to heap academic attention on these relatively empty forms of market-based 
environmental management (bonds that are 
  
 
never issued, widely-touted markets with almost no transactions), we promote and legitimize the 
institutions we critique. I would thus argue that framing the phenomena we study as distinctively 
neoliberal is a mistake on both intellectual and political fronts. 
To be clear, I am not saying that neoliberalism is unimportant and everyone should just get over it. It 
is abundantly clear that the impacts of neoliberal policies and technologies on education, healthcare, 
and housing, among other areas, have been and continue to be profound. I am making a more 
ƐƉĞĐŝĮĐĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚ PƚŚĂƚŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝƐŵŝƐ ?ƌĞůĂƚŝǀĞůǇƐƉĞĂŬŝŶŐ ?ĂŶŽŶ-event in the history of 
nature/capital. Nor am I arguing that our decade and a half of work on neoliberal natures was a 
waste of intellectual time and energy. Quite the contrary: it would have been impossible to 
understand just how little neo there is about neoliberal environmental conservation without the 
superb body of existing research. Instead, my point is that when we frame market-based 
environmental managĞŵĞŶƚĂƐĂŶŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚŝŶŇĞĐƚŝŽŶƉŽŝŶƚŝŶƚŚĞŽŶŐŽŝŶŐĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƚŝŽŶŽĨ
nature/capital, we invite intellectual and political consequences that are actively unhelpful in the 
intertwined struggles for social and environmental justice. 
 
Notes 
 
1. For example, in the introduction to their now classic Geoforum special issue on Neoliberal 
EĂƚƵƌĞƐ ?DĐĂƌƚŚǇĂŶĚWƌƵĚŚĂŵ ? ? ? ? ? )ƚƌĂĐĞŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝƐŵ ?ƐůŝďĞƌĂů ƌŽŽƚƐ ?ďƵƚƚŚĞǇĂůƐŽƌĞĨĞƌƚŽ
new social movements (278), new scalar dynamics (279), new risks leading to new social fractures 
 ? ? ? ? ) ?ĂŶĚŶĞǁĨŽƌŵƐŽĨĚŝƐĐŝƉůŝŶĞ ? ? ? ? )ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝƐŵ ?ƐƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƚŽ
nature. Heynen and Robbins, in the introduction to their similarly germinal special issue of 
ĂƉŝƚĂůŝƐŵEĂƚƵƌĞ^ŽĐŝĂůŝƐŵ ? ? ? ? ? ) ? ‘dŚĞEĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶEĂƚƵƌĞ ? ?ĐůŽƐĞƚŚĞŽƉĞŶŝŶŐƉĂƌĂŐƌĂƉŚǁŝƚŚ
ƚŚĞĂƐƐĞƌƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚ P ‘dŽĚĂǇ ?ŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůĐĂƉŝƚĂůŝƐŵĚƌŝǀĞƐƚŚĞƉŽůŝƚŝĐƐ ?ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐƐĂŶĚĐƵůƚƵƌĞŽĨƚŚĞ
world system, providing the context and direction for how humans affect and interact with non- 
human natƵƌĞĂŶĚǁŝƚŚŽŶĞĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ ? ?Ɖ ? ? ) ?dŽŵǇŵŝŶĚ ?ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ƋƵŽƚĞƐƐƵĐŚĂƐƚŚŝƐĂƌĞ
ƵŶŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇƚŽĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞƚŚĂƚƚŚĞ ‘ŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŶĂƚƵƌĞƐ ?ůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞŝƐďĂƐĞĚŽŶƚŚĞĂƐƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚ
there is something importantly different about this particular stage of capitalism: why else would so 
ŵĂŶǇŽĨƵƐŚĂǀŝŶŐďĞĞŶƌĞĨĞƌƌŝŶŐƚŽǁŚĂƚǁĞƐƚƵĚǇĂƐ ‘ŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂů ?ƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶƐŝŵƉůǇĂƐ ‘ĐĂƉŝƚĂůŝƐƚ ? ? 
2. See for example http://www.fern.org/sites/fern.org/files/Biodiversity1_EN.pdf, 
http://www.fern. org/sites/fern.org/files/Biodiversity2_EN.pdf,
 ŚƚƚƉ P ? ?ǁǁǁ ?ĨĞƌŶ ?ŽƌŐ ?ƐŝƚĞƐ ?ĨĞƌŶ ?ŽƌŐ ?ĨŝůĞƐ ?ŝŽĚŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇ ? YE ?ƉĚĨ ?dŚĞ ‘ĚƵĐŬ ?ŽŶƚŚĞĐŽǀĞƌŽĨ
the third is particularly fine. 
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From the commons to the body to the planet: Neoliberalism/materiality/ 
socionatures 
 
Becky Mansfield 
Ohio State University, USA 
When I arrived at Ohio State in 2001, as a junior faculty member straight out of graduate school, I 
told my mentor Larry Brown that I had a series of articles planned on neoliberalism and nature. He 
told me this was a dead end, that neoliberalism was old news, done in the 1980s. Thank goodness I 
ĚŝĚŶ ?ƚůŝƐƚĞŶ ?/ŶƐƚĞĂĚ ?/ǁĂƐƉĂƌƚŽĨƚŚĞǁĂǀĞŽĨĞĂƌůǇƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐŚŝƉ addressing linkages between nature 
and free-ŵĂƌŬĞƚŝĚĞŽůŽŐǇĂŶĚƉŽůŝĐǇ ?ĂŶĚĂůƐŽƉĂƌƚŽĨƚŚĞůĂƚĞƌǁĂǀĞŽĨƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐŚŝƉďƌŝŶŐŝŶŐƐƉĞĐŝĮĐ
attention to questions of health and the body. Recently I have been exploring parallels between 
emerging ideas about the body and the planet, in which nature is open, unbounded, and always 
socionatural. A key question for those of us interested in neoliberal natures is whether and in what 
ways these emerging conceptions of nature might facilitate, rather than undermine, capitalist 
accumulation and uneven development. 
dŚĞďƌŽĂĚƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐǁĞǁĞƌĞĂƐŬŝŶŐŝŶƚŚŽƐĞĮƌƐƚĨĞǁǇĞĂƌƐǁĞƌĞŵĂŶǇ ?ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐŚŽǁŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂů
ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐƉŽůŝĐǇĂīĞĐƚƐĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚƐĂŶĚŚŽǁŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůƉƌĞĐĞƉƚƐǁĞƌĞďĞŝŶŐƚĂŬĞŶƵƉŝŶ
environmental governance.1 The clearest threads of this scholarship were on enclosure of the 
ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞĐŽŵŵŽŶƐ ?ƐƵĐŚĂƐĮƐŚĞƌŝĞƐ ?ĨŽƌĞƐƚƐĂŶĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ĚĚƌĞƐƐŝŶŐƚŚĞŝŶƚĞƌůŝŶŬĞĚƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐŽĨ
ĚŝƐƉŽƐƐĞƐƐŝŽŶ ?ĐŽŵŵŽĚŝĮĐĂƚŝŽŶ ?ŵĂƌŬĞƚŝǌĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚƉƌŝǀĂƚŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƚŚŝƐƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĂĚĚƌĞƐƐĞĚŚŽǁƐƵĐŚ 
reforms were actually carried out, continuities with past enclosures, and their socioeconomic and 
ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůĞīĞĐƚƐ ? 
For me, this work collectively made three interlinked claims that now seem simple but then  W just 15 
years ago  W were new. First, the work on neoliberalism and nature focused extensively on the 
contradictions of neoliberalism, in particular helping to identify and elucidate the reregulatory side 
of market-ďĂƐĞĚ ‘ĚĞƌĞŐƵůĂƚŝŽŶ ? ?^ĞĐŽŶĚ ?ŝƚŝƐŶŽƚũƵƐƚƚŚĂƚŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝƐŵĂīĞĐƚƐĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚƐand 
environmental governance, but that nature is central to neoliberalism, as to capitalism more 
ďƌŽĂĚůǇ ?Ɛ,ĞǇŶĞŶĞƚĂů ?ƉƵƚŝƚ ?ŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂů ‘ŝĚĞŽůŽŐŝĞƐĂŶĚƉƌŽŵŝƐĞƐĂƌĞŝŶƉĂƌƚĐŽŵƉĞůůĞĚĂŶĚ
ĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞĚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŽƵƌĐŚĂŶŐŝŶŐƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƚŽŶĂƚƵƌĞ ? ? ? ? ? ? P 12). Third, it is not that 
neoliberalism responds to and acts on external nature, but instead both neoliberalism itself and the 
ŶĂƚƵƌĞƐŽŶǁŚŝĐŚŝƚĂĐƚƐĂƌĞƐŽĐŝŽŶĂƚƵƌĞƐ ?/ŶĂŵŽǀĞƚŚĂƚƉƌĞĮŐƵƌĞƐƚŚĞŵŽƌĞƌĞĐĞŶƚƚƵƌŶƚŽ ‘ŶĞǁ
ŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůŝƐŵ ? ?ŝŶƋƵŝƌǇǁĂƐĂďŽƵƚŚŽǁƚŚĞŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůŝƚǇŽĨŶĂƚƵƌĞŝŶŇƵĞŶĐĞĚƚŚĞĨŽƌŵƐĂŶĚŽƵƚĐŽŵĞƐ
 ?ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐĨĂŝůƵƌĞƐ )ŽĨŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŐŽǀĞƌŶĂŶĐĞ ?ƐĞĞĨŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞŵǇǁŽƌŬŽŶĮƐŚĞƌŝĞƐ ?<ĂƌĞŶĂŬŬĞƌ ?Ɛ
ǁŽƌŬŽŶǁĂƚĞƌ ?ĂŶĚDŽƌŐĂŶZŽďĞƌƚƐŽŶ ?ƐǁŽƌŬŽŶǁĞƚůĂŶĚƐ ?/ŶĚĞĞĚ ?ŝƚǁĂƐƚŚĞŝŶĞƐĐĂƉĂďůĞ
materŝĂůŝƚǇŽĨŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝƐŵƚŚĂƚĚƌŽǀĞŵĂŶǇŽĨƚŚĞĐŽŶƚƌĂĚŝĐƚŝŽŶƐƚŚĂƚƚŚŝƐǁŽƌŬĂůƐŽŝĚĞŶƚŝĮĞĚ ? 
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Given how resolutely material and socionatural this work was, it was surprising to me that the body 
was largely missing.2 Along with others, I started asking, why should our interest in socionatural 
materiality end at the skin? In a surge of interest in the body over the past decade, scholarship has 
addressed themes such as devolutionary public health, opportunities and challenges for biocapital, 
ĂŶĚŚŽǁƚŚĞŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůŝƚǇŽĨƚŚĞďŽĚǇďŽƚŚĐŽŶĮŐƵƌĞƐĂŶĚŝƐĐŽŶĮŐƵƌĞĚďǇƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂů
shifts.3 On the one hand, the initial focus on the body was also part and parcel with another shift: to 
integrate questions about neoliberal subjectivity in our inquiries into neoliberal political economy 
(Larner, 2003). Of particular interest was how devolutionary policy helped create  W in fact required  W 
the healthist subject of self-care and responsibilization: not only is it our own responsibility, as 
individuals and families, to nurture the health of ourselves and our children, but we seem to take on 
this responsibility consensually, enforcing it in ourselves and others. For example, I analyzed how 
ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐĂďŽƵƚŚĞĂůƚŚƌŝƐŬƐŽĨĐŽŶƚĂŵŝŶĂƚĞĚƐĞĂĨŽŽĚŝŶƚŚĞh^ŚĂǀĞůĞĚŶŽƚƚŽĞīŽƌƚƐƚŽƌĞĚƵĐĞ
pollution but to advisories to childbearing women about what to eat. Approaches such as this 
generate opportunities for capital accumulation not only through deregulation but as people seek 
ŵŽƌĞĐĂƌĞ ?ĂŶĚƚĞƐƚƐ ?ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚƐ ?ĚƌƵŐƐ ?ƐƉĞĐŝĂůĨŽŽĚƐĞƚĐ )ŝŶƚŚĞŝƌĞīŽƌƚƐƚŽĂĐŚŝĞǀĞŚĞĂůƚŚ ?'ƵƚŚŵĂŶ
and DuPuis, 2006). It also entrenches normative expectations and socioeconomic inequalities 
ƌĞŐĂƌĚŝŶŐŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůĞĸĐĂĐǇ ?ĨĂŵŝůǇƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞƐĂŶĚƌŽůĞƐ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŽĂĐĐĞƐƐƚŚĞŵĞĂŶƐƚŽ
health  W not to mention regarding what health even means. 
On the other hand, I see this turn to the body in political ecology as linked to the new 
understanding of nature, both bodily and earthly, that is emerging across popular and intellectual 
ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚ ?ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐŝŶƚŚĞƐĐŝĞŶĐĞƐ ?ZĞŐĂƌĚŝŶŐƚŚĞŶĂƚƵƌĞŽĨƚŚĞďŽĚǇ ? ‘ƉŽƐƚŐĞŶŽŵŝĐ ?ƐĐŝĞŶĐĞƐ ?ƐƵĐŚĂƐ
ĞƉŝŐĞŶŽŵŝĐƐĂŶĚŵŝĐƌŽďŝŽŵŝĐƐ )ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐůǇĮŐƵƌĞďŽĚŝĞƐĂƐŽƉĞŶ ?malleable, responsive 
ŵƵůƚŝƉůŝĐŝƚŝĞƐ ?'ƵƚŚŵĂŶĂŶĚDĂŶƐĮĞůĚ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?dŚŝƐĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞƐƚŚĞŝĚĞĂŽĨƚŚĞďŽĚǇĂƐĂĮǆĞĚ ?ĐůŽƐĞĚ ?
ĂŶĚƐŽǀĞƌĞŝŐŶĞŶƚŝƚǇƚŚĂƚŝƐǁĂůůĞĚŽīĨƌŽŵĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŝŶŇƵĞŶĐĞƐ ?ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐŚƵŵĂŶĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ ?
Against both gene/environment and human/nature dualisms, in this view bodies are fully imbricated 
ǁŝƚŚƐŽĐŝŽďŝŽĐŚĞŵŝĐĂůĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚƐƚŚĂƚŝŶŇƵĞŶĐĞƚŚĞĂĐƚŝŽŶŽĨŐĞŶĞƐĂŶĚĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŽĨ
organisms. At the same time, something similar has happened with the proliferation of 
 ‘ŶƚŚƌŽƉŽĐĞŶĞ ?ĂƐĂŶŽƉtic for thinking about the planet.4 Earth and atmospheric sciences 
ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐůǇĮŐƵƌĞƚŚĞƉůĂŶĞƚ ?ƚŽŽ ?ĂƐŽƉĞŶ ?ŵĂůůĞĂďůĞĂŶĚƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝǀĞ ?hƐĞĚƚŽŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇƚŚĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚ
as the geologic age of humans (especially in reference to the planet-ĂůƚĞƌŝŶŐĞīĞĐƚƐŽĨŚydrocarbon 
energy, materials, fertilizers, etc.) this challenges the idea of nature as an external and pristine 
ĞŶƚŝƚǇ ?ǁĂůůĞĚŽīĨƌŽŵŚƵŵĂŶĂĐƚŝŽŶ ?dŚŝƐǀŝĞǁĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞƐŶŽƚŽŶůǇƚŚĞŚƵŵĂŶ ?ŶĂƚƵƌĞĚƵĂůŝƐŵďƵƚ
also the biological/geological dualism, undermining divides between living and non-living. 
In other words, whether referencing the nature of the body or the nature the planet, the emerging 
ƐĐŝĞŶƚŝĮĐŽƌƚŚŽĚŽǆǇ W the new truth  W is that nature and humans are not separate but always 
intertwine. This view aligns rather well with the earlier work on neoliberal natures as well as with 
ƚŚĞƉƌĞǀŝŽƵƐĚĞĐĂĚĞƐŽĨǁŽƌŬŝŶƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂůĞĐŽůŽŐǇ ?ĂŶĚƌĞůĂƚĞĚĮĞůĚƐ ) ?ůŝŐŶŝŶŐǁŝƚŚŝĚĞĂƐĂďŽƵƚ
ƐŽĐŝŽŶĂƚƵƌĞƐĂŶĚƚŚĞůŝŬĞ ?ƚŚŝƐǀŝĞǁŶŽƚŽŶůǇĂĐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞƐŚƵŵĂŶŝŶŇƵĞŶĐĞŝŶŶĂƚƵre (e.g. 
endocrine disrupting chemicals, climate change), but is, thereby, anti-dualist in its approach to 
nature. 
And yet, what is so fascinating is that this anti-dualist view of unbounded, post-natural socionatures 
seems not to have undermined neoliberal deregulation, devolution and accumulation  W as political 
ecologists expected and argued  W ďƵƚŝŶŵĂŶǇǁĂǇƐĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚĞƐŝƚ ?DĂŶƐĮĞůĚ ? ? ? ? ? ) ? ?&ŽƌŽŶĞ ?ƚŚĞ
unbounded body and planet both seem more vulnerable and in need of care and protection. For 
another, the vulnerable, unbounded body and planet are also more open to intervention: health and 
well-being appear to be within our control, as long as we do all the right things. The end of pristine 
nature may raise anxiety about the future of life, but it also raises hope, particularly by authorizing 
ŝŶƚĞƌǀĞŶƚŝŽŶŝŶŶĂƚƵƌĞƐďŽƚŚďŽĚŝůǇĂŶĚĞĂƌƚŚůǇƚŽŵĂŬĞƚŚĞŵĚŽǁŚĂƚ ‘ǁĞ ?ǁĂŶƚ ?/ƚŝƐŶŽƚũƵƐƚƚŚĞ
promise of engineering that is friendly to capital, but also that this anti-dualist, post-natural view 
seems also to authorize adaptation rather than prevention. If environmental change is inevitable, 
ƚŚĞŶǁĞŶĞĞĚŶŽƚƉƌĞǀĞŶƚĐŚĂŶŐĞ ?ǁĞŶĞĞĚŽŶůǇĮŶĚǁĂǇƐƚŽĂĚĂƉƚ PďƵŝůĚĂŶĚďƵǇƚŚĞƌŝŐŚƚ
products, technologies, medicines, and so forth. This is neoliberal self-care inteŶƐŝĮĞĚ PůĞƚƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů
harms proliferate while devolving responsibility for protection and even improvement to the 
individual family, and even as potential harms proliferate, the existence of actual harm is a sign of 
individual failure. In this version, unbounded anti-dualist nature is the embodiment of all-ĨĞƚƚĞƌƐŽī
ĐĂƉŝƚĂůŝƐŵ ?ŝŶƚŚĞůĂƚĞƐƚĮǆƚŽƚŚĞĐŽŶƚƌĂĚŝĐƚŝŽŶƐŽĨĐĂƉŝƚĂůŝƐŵŶĂƚƵƌĞŝƐĞŶĚůĞƐƐůǇƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĚŝŶĂŶ
 ‘ĞĐŽŶŽŵǇŽĨƌĞƉĂŝƌ ? ?&ĂŝƌŚĞĂĚĞƚĂů ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?
If trends in postgenomic and Anthropocene thinking seem to further entrench neoliberal nature, 
ǁŚĂƚƚŚĞŶĂƌĞǁĞƚŽŵĂŬĞŽĨƚŚĞŵŝǆĞĚŵĞƐƐĂŐĞƐŽĨƚŚĞdƌƵŵƉĞƌĂ ?/ŶŝƚƐĮƌƐƚƐŝǆŵŽŶƚŚƐ ?ƚŚĞ
Trump administration famously challenged neoliberal free trade, pulling out of the Trans-WĂĐŝĮĐ
Partnership, while also doubling down on neoliberal deregulation, particularly in the environmental 
arena  W not only pulling out the Paris Climate Agreement but constantly assaulting the 
ŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůWƌŽƚĞĐƚŝŽŶŐĞŶĐǇ ?ƐƌĞŐƵůĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?ĨŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞƚƌǇŝŶŐƚŽǁĞĂŬĞŶŽǌŽŶĞĂŶd methane 
regulations and fast-ƚƌĂĐŬĂƉƉƌŽǀĂůŽĨŶĞǁĐŚĞŵŝĐĂůƐ ?ƚŚĞƌĞĂůĞīĞĐƚŝǀĞŶĞƐƐŽĨƚŚĞƐĞĂƐƐĂƵůƚƐ
remains to be seen). Clearly, Trump too is interested in all-ĨĞƚƚĞƌƐŽīĐĂƉŝƚĂůŝƐŵ W particularly though 
certainly not exclusively in fossil fuel industries. Yet he also seems more interested in sovereign 
power than the free-ŇŽĂƚŝŶŐ ?ůĞƚ-things-ŚĂƉƉĞŶƉŽǁĞƌŽĨůŝďĞƌĂůŝƐŵ ?,ĞŝƐĚĞĮŶŝƚĞůǇŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚĞĚŝŶŚŝƐ
own sovereign power! But as a corollary this also extends to nature, about which his administration 
is remarkably old-fashioned: nature both bodily and planetary is indeed a fortress, a separate entity, 
ƵŶĂīĞĐƚĞĚďǇŚƵŵĂŶĂĐƚŝŽŶ ?ĞŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐĚŽŶŽƚĂīĞĐƚƚŚĞĐůŝŵĂƚĞ ?ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůĞǆƉŽƐƵƌĞƐĚŽŶŽƚ
ĂīĞĐƚďŝŽůŽŐǇ ?/ŶƚŚŝƐǀŝĞǁǁĞĐĂŶƵƐĞŶĂƚƵƌĞǁŝƚŚŽƵƚŚĂƌŵ W to nature or to ourselves. 
In other words, as those of us interested in neoliberalism and nature argued from the beginning, 
nature is at the heart of political economic debates. The approach of the Trump administration 
seems crisis prone at so many levels both economic and environmental. One of these levels may be 
clashes between fractions of capital at cross-purposes, divided by their material relation to nature. A 
sovereign fortress nature to dominate and use without worry? Or an unbounded socionature to 
dominate by continually engineering money-making adaptations for protection and improvement  W 
while constantly trying to defer the responsibilities and downsides to (the most disadvantaged) 
individuals? 
My point, though, is not to ask about which sort of nature is better for facilitating capital through its 
inevitable crises. Rather, the point is to ask about what sorts of nature at what moments lead to 
what kinds of crisis  W and for whom. In other words, highlighting problems with the emerging anti-
dualist view of unbounded socionature is not a call to return to traditional, dualist views of fortress 
nature. Instead, it is a call to continue to attend to the very material politics of uneven development, 
ŽĨŵƵůƚŝƉůĞĂǆĞƐŽĨĂĚǀĂŶƚĂŐĞĂŶĚĚŝƐĂĚǀĂŶƚĂŐĞĂīĞĐƚŝŶŐĚŝīĞƌĞŶƚŝĂůĞǆŝƐƚĞŶĐĞ ?ďŽƚŚŚƵŵĂŶĂŶĚ
nonhuman). As political ecologists, we should not embrace one view of nature or another as 
inherently better. Rather than taking a determinist view, we must acknowledge, explore, and 
contest the power relations that inhere  W ƚŚŽƵŐŚŝŶĚŝīĞƌĞŶƚǁĂǇƐ W ŝŶĂůůĐŽŶĮŐƵƌĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨŶĂƚƵƌĞ ? 
 Notes 
 
1. ^ĞĞƚŚĞ ? ? ? ?ƐƉĞĐŝĂůŝƐƐƵĞŽĨ'ĞŽĨŽƌƵŵŽŶ ‘EĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŶ ƚƵƌĞĂŶĚƚŚĞŶĂƚƵƌĞŽĨ
ŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝƐŵ ?ĂŶĚ ? ? ? ?ƐƉĞĐŝĂůŝƐƐƵĞŽĨĂƉŝƚĂůŝƐŵ ?EĂƚƵƌĞ ?^ŽĐŝĂůŝƐŵŽŶ ‘ŽŵŵŽĚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨ
natuƌĞ ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚǁĞƌĞƚŚĞŶĐŽůůĞĐƚĞĚŝŶ,ĞǇŶĞŶE ?DĐĂƌƚŚǇ: ?WƌƵĚŚĂŵ^ ?ĞƚĂů ? ? ? ? ? ? )EĞŽůŝďĞƌĂů
Environments: False Promises and Unnatural Consequences. London: Routledge, and also the 2007 
special issue of Antipode republished as Mansfield B (2008) Privatization: Property and the Remaking 
of Nature- Society Relations. Malden, MA: Blackwell. 
2. Long of interest in areas such as feminist geography or medical geography, until recently the 
body was not a central object of inquiry in geography more broadly, including in political ecology. 
3. See for example the 2012 special issue of the Annals of the Association of American 
'ĞŽŐƌĂƉŚĞƌƐ ?ŽŶ ‘'ĞŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĞƐŽĨŚĞĂůƚŚ ? ?^ŝŐŶĂůŝŶŐĂƌĞŶĞǁĞĚŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚŝŶŚĞĂůƚŚĂŶĚƚŚĞďŽĚǇ ?ƚŚĞ
issue covers a range of geographical approaches and themes; articles such as those by Brown et al., 
Guthman, Scott et al., Sultana, and me touch on the themes I mention here. 
4. See for example the 2015 special issue of the Annals of the Association of American 
'ĞŽŐƌĂƉŚĞƌƐ ?ŽŶ ‘&ƵƚƵƌĞƐ PŝŵĂŐŝŶŝŶŐƐŽĐŝŽĞĐŽůŽŐŝĐĂůƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ? ?ŝŶǁŚŝĐŚŶƚŚƌŽƉŽĐĞŶĞǁĂƐĂ
major theme. 
5. There already exists robust debate about some strands of this thinking, such as with regard 
ƚŽƚŚĞ ‘ĞĐŽŵŽĚĞƌŶŝƐƚŵĂŶŝĨĞƐƚŽ ? ? ?^ĞĞZŽďďŝŶƐWĂŶĚDŽŽƌĞ^ ? ? ? ? ? ? )>ŽǀĞǇŽƵƌƐǇŵƉƚŽŵƐ P
sympathetic diagnosis of the Ecomodernist Manifesto. Entitle Blog  W A Collaborative Writing Project 
on Political Ecology.) My aim is not to critique specific strands of thought, but to turn the focus back 
on political ecology, raising questions about what it means to adopt anti-dualist ideas about 
unbounded natures. 
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The de-commodification of nature: Indigenous territorial claims as a 
challenge to carbon capitalism 
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dŚĞĐŽŵŵŽĚŝĮĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŶĂƚƵƌĞŝƐĂĐĞŶƚƌĂůĂƐƉĞĐƚĂŶĚĂƌĞŶĂĨŽƌĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŶĂƚƵƌĞƐ ?ǁŚŝĐŚ
represents a set of environmental governance projects based on market logics and relations. The 
ĐĂƌďŽŶŵĂƌŬĞƚŝƐŽŶĞƐƵĐŚƉƌŽũĞĐƚďĂƐĞĚŽŶƚŚĞĐŽŵŵŽĚŝĮĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨĐĂƌďŽŶĂƐĂĐůŝŵĂƚĞĐŚĂŶŐĞ
ŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ ?ĂƌďŽŶŵĂƌŬĞƚƐ ?ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇŝŶĨŽƌĞƐƚĞĐŽƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ ?ŽīĞƌĂƌĞǀĞĂůŝŶŐůĞŶƐŝŶƚŽƚhe 
contradictions and politics of neoliberal natures. Scholars have explored various forms of resistance 
ƚŽĐŽŵŵŽĚŝĮĐĂƚŝŽŶ ?DĐĨĞĞĂŶĚ^ŚĂƉŝƌŽ ? ? ? ? ? ?tŽůĨŽƌĚ ? ? ? ?  ) W ŽĨƚĞŶĚƌĂǁŝŶŐŽŶ<ĂƌůWŽůĂŶǇŝ ?Ɛ
ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŽĨŶĂƚƵƌĞĂƐĂ ‘ĮĐƚŝƚŝŽƵƐĐŽŵŵŽĚŝƚǇ ?ƚŚĂƚƵŶĚĞƌŐŽĞƐ ‘ĚŽƵďůĞŵŽǀĞŵĞŶƚƐ ?ŽĨ
ĐŽŵŵŽĚŝĮĐĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚƐŽĐŝĂůƌĞŐƵůĂƚŝŽŶ ?'ƵƚŚŵĂŶ ? ? ? ? ? ?WƌƵĚŚĂŵ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?WŽůĂŶǇŝĂƌŐƵĞĚƚŚĂƚ
ďĞĐĂƵƐĞĮĐƚŝƚŝŽƵƐĐŽŵŵŽĚŝƚŝĞƐƐƵĐŚĂƐůĂŶĚĂƌĞĚĞĞƉůǇĞŵďĞĚĚĞĚŝŶƐŽĐŝĂů ?ĐƵůƚƵƌĂůĂŶĚĞĐŽůŽŐŝĐĂů
values, subjugating nature to market logics unleashes protective countermovements that mitigate 
ƚŚĞĚĞƐƚƌƵĐƚŝǀĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŽĨĐŽŵŵŽĚŝĮĐĂƚŝŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ŝŶƐŝŐŚƚƐĨƌŽŵĐĂƌďŽŶŵĂƌŬĞƚƐŝŶ
Indigenous communities point to a particular reading of Polanyi that advocates for a re- embedding 
of the economy not simply through market reform but through the more radical de-ĐŽŵŵŽĚŝĮĐĂƚŝŽŶ
of land and nature (Lacher, 1999). In this intervention, I examine recent contestations and proposed 
alternatives to carbon markets in forests by Indigenous Peoples of the Amazon. I argue that the 
projects and processes of neoliberalizing nature produce not only a host of fallouts associated with 
them, but also a set of politics that are challenging the very foundations of capitalism. 
The carbon market is a quintessentially neoliberal strategy for addressing climate change 
ďĞĐĂƵƐĞŝƚƌĞƐƚƐŽŶƚŚĞƋƵĂŶƚŝĮĐĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚƚƌĂĚŝŶŐŽĨƵŶŝƚƐŽĨŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?ŝŶƚŚĞĨŽƌŵŽĨĐĂƌďŽŶĚŝŽǆŝĚĞ
ĞƋƵŝǀĂůĞŶƚƐ )ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚĂǀĂƌŝĞƚǇŽĨƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐƚŚĂƚŽīƐĞƚĞŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĚĞůƐĞǁŚĞƌĞ ?tŚŝůĞŝŶŝƚŝĂůůǇ
celebrated in the 1990s as a cost-ĞīĞĐƚŝǀĞŵĞĐŚĂŶŝƐŵĨŽƌƌĞĚƵĐŝŶŐŐƌĞĞŶŚŽƵƐĞŐĂƐĞƐƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞ
<ǇŽƚŽWƌŽƚŽĐŽů ?ĐĂƌďŽŶŵĂƌŬĞƚƐŚĂǀĞƐŝŶĐĞĨĂĐĞĚĮĞƌĐĞĐƌŝƚŝĐŝƐŵĂŶĚƌĞƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞĞƐƉĞĐŝĂůůǇǁŚĞŶ
applied in forest ecosystems (Bumpus and Liverman, 2008; White, 2011). Scholars of the 
ĐŽŵŵŽĚŝĮĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨĐĂƌďŽŶŚĂǀĞŝĚĞŶƚŝĮĞĚĂƌĂŶŐĞŽĨŝƐƐƵĞƐĂŶĚĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂů
natures, including the problems of measurement and calculation (Lansing, 2010; Lohmann, 2005), 
questions of access and land control (Corbera and Brown, 2010; Lansing, 2014; Osborne, 2011), and 
ĞƋƵŝƚǇďƌŽĂĚůǇĚĞĮŶĞĚŝŶƚŚĞĨŽƌŵŽĨƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĂŶĚůŝǀĞůŝŚŽŽĚŽƵƚĐŽŵĞƐ ?DŝůŶĞĂŶĚ
Adams, 2012; Osborne, 2015). Although supporters claim that forest-based carbon markets generate 
Ă ‘ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĚŝǀŝĚĞŶĚ ?ĨŽƌůŽĐĂůĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ ?&ŽƌƐǇƚŚ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ŵĂŶǇƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐŚĂǀĞĨĂŝůĞĚƚŽĚĞůŝǀĞƌ
ƉƌŽŵŝƐĞĚůŽĐĂůůŝǀĞůŝŚŽŽĚďĞŶĞĮƚƐĂŶĚŚĂǀĞĐŽŶƐƚƌĂŝŶĞĚĂĐĐĞƐƐƚŽůĂŶĚĂŶĚĨŽƌĞƐƚ 
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resources (Beymer-Farris and Bassett, 2012; Osborne and Shapiro-Garza, 2018). The contradictions 
ŽĨĐĂƌďŽŶĐŽŵŵŽĚŝĮĐĂƚŝŽŶĂƌĞĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚǁŝƚŚŵƵĐŚŽĨƚŚĞƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐŚŝƉŽŶƚŚĞŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨ
nature, which strongly suggests that ǁŚŝůĞŽƵƚĐŽŵĞƐĂƌĞĐĞƌƚĂŝŶůǇƵŶĞǀĞŶ ?ŝŶŵŽƐƚĐĂƐĞƐƚŚĞďĞŶĞĮƚƐ
are skewed toward powerful elites leaving marginalized people more vulnerable (Heynen et al., 
 ? ? ? ? ?DĐĂƌƚŚǇĂŶĚWƌƵĚŚĂŵ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ƐǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĐŽŵŵŽĚŝĮĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŽƚŚĞƌŶĂƚƵƌĞƐ ?ƚŚĞ
ĐŽŵŵŽĚŝĮĐĂƚŝŽŶof carbon has produced diverse forms of resistance in forest communities, which 
include appeals to the state, social mobilizations, and renewed claims to Indigenous land (Lohmann, 
2010; McAfee and Shapiro, 2010). 
Carbon countermovements in forest communities are a response to the failure of carbon markets to: 
 ? ? )ĚĞǀĞůŽƉĂƌŽďƵƐƚĂŶĚĞīĞĐƚŝǀĞŵĂƌŬĞƚ ? ? ? )ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐƚŚĞŵĂŝŶĚƌŝǀĞƌƐŽĨĚĞĨŽƌĞƐƚĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚ ? ? )
ĚĞůŝǀĞƌĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞďĞŶĞĮƚƐƚŽůŽĐĂůĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐǁŝƚŚŽƵƚĐŽŶƐƚƌĂŝŶŝŶŐůĂŶĚĂĐĐĞƐƐ ?tŚŝůĞƚŚĞĚŽƵďůĞ
movement may take diverse forms in response to the failures of neoliberal natures, one 
manifestation in the Amazon is oriented around Indigenous territorial land rights as an alternative to 
market-based climate strategies in forests. 
 
Indigenous territorial claims as a response to REDDþ 
Neoliberal natures have largely failed to develop and sustain a robust market for forest carbon. 
DŽĚĞůĞĚŽŶĐĂƌďŽŶŽīƐĞƚƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐŝŶĨŽƌĞƐƚƐĂŶĚWĂǇŵĞŶƚƐĨŽƌĐŽƐǇƐƚĞŵ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ ?W^ )ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ ?
ZŝƐĂĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůŵĞĐŚĂŶŝƐŵƚŚĂƚƉůĂĐĞs economic value on the carbon sequestration and storage 
services forests provide. REDD is an initiative of the UN, proposed as a cost-ĞīĞĐƚŝǀĞƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇĨŽƌ
climate change mitigation by reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation through 
sustainable forest management, conservation and the enhancement of carbon stocks in developing 
countries (Duchelle et al., 2014; Stern, 2006). However, of the $9.8 billion of aggregate pledges and 
investment for REDD , 90% has been derived not from carbon markets but through bilateral and 
multilateral public sources (Norman and Nakhooda, 2015). As REDD has been excluded from or 
cautiously incorporated into compliance markets due to longstanding methodological concerns 
about credible carbon measurement, monitoring, and baseline setting (among other issues)1 most 
REDD carbon credits are exchanged on voluntary markets. While in 2016, REDD valued at $41.2 
million, represented the most highly transacted project type on the voluntary carbon market, it was 
still dwarfed by massive public funding for climate change mitigation in forests (Hamrick and Gallant, 
 ? ? ? ? ) ?dŚŝƐĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞƐƚŚĞĮƌƐƚĨĂŝůƵƌĞŽĨŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŶĂƚƵƌĞƐƚŽĚĞǀĞůŽƉĂŶĚƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂƌŽďƵƐƚĂŶĚ
ƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞĞīĞĐƚŝǀĞĐĂƌďŽŶŵĂƌŬĞƚŝŶĨŽƌĞƐƚƐ ?dŚĞƌĞƐƵůƚŚĂƐďĞen low carbon pricing and therefore 
ůŝŵŝƚĞĚƐŽĐŝŽĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐďĞŶĞĮƚƐĨŽƌĐĂƌďŽŶƉƌŽĚƵĐĞƌƐ ? 
The second failure of neoliberal natures is the inability of carbon markets to successfully 
target the drivers of deforestation (Osborne et al., 2014). There is a certain irony in the fact that 
Indigenous communities of the Amazon with relatively low carbon footprints are being enrolled in 
strategies to solve a problem driven by fossil fuel combustion elsewhere. As the low and volatile 
prices of the carbon market are unable to compete with the opportunity costs of deforestation 
ĚƌŝǀĞƌƐůŝŶŬĞĚƚŽƚŚĞĐŽŵŵŽĚŝĮĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŽƚŚĞƌŶĂƚƵƌĞƐǁŝƚŚŵŽƌĞĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚĞĚŵĂƌŬĞƚƐ W such as 
cattle ranching, soybean and oil palm production  W Indigenous lands, which are often dedicated to 
subsistence needs and therefore viewed as having low or negligible market value, have been a target 
for REDD initiatives. 
dŚĞƚŚŝƌĚĨĂŝůƵƌĞŽĨŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŶĂƚƵƌĞƐŝŶĨŽƌĞƐƚƐƌĞůĂƚĞƐƚŽƚŚĞǁĂǇƐŝŶǁŚŝĐŚĐĂƌďŽŶĐŽŵŵŽĚŝĮĐĂƚŝŽŶ
ĐĂŶĞīĞĐƚŝǀĞůǇĞŶĐůŽƐĞƚŚĞůĂŶĚĂŶĚĨorest resources of marginalized communities through the 
occupation of arable lands with project trees. One of the main concerns among Indigenous Peoples 
with regards to REDD is exclusion from forests and/ or restrictions of resource access, which some 
commƵŶŝƚŝĞƐŚĂǀĞĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞĚŝŶƚŚĞǁĂŬĞŽĨĞĂƌůŝĞƌĐĂƌďŽŶĂŶĚĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶĞīŽƌƚƐ ?KƐďŽƌŶĞĞƚ
al., 2014; Pokorny et al., 2013; Sunderlin et al., 2014). This issue is particularly salient in contexts 
where Indigenous Peoples lack formal land rights or where land tenure is uncertain, conditions 
under which some REDD pilot projects have already been inserted. While carbon market advocates 
ĂƌŐƵĞƚŚĞĐůĂƌŝĮĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚĞƌƌŝƚŽƌŝĂůƌŝŐŚƚƐĐĂŶďĞŝŶƐƚƌƵŵĞŶƚĂůŝŶƉƌŽƚĞĐƚŝŶŐ/ŶĚŝŐĞŶŽƵƐWĞŽƉůĞƐ ?
sovereign rights and helping resolve competing land use claims, property titles can also make access 
more precarious (Pokorny et al., 2013; Sunderlin et al., 2014). In addition, informal forest users have 
ďĞĐŽŵĞŵĂƌŐŝŶĂůŝǌĞĚŝŶƚŚĞƚĞŶƵƌĞƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĂƐƌŝŐŚƚƐĂƌĞĐůĂƌŝĮĞĚĨŽƌŽƚŚĞƌƐ ?Ksborne, 2013). Land 
ƌŝŐŚƚƐ ?ƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ ?ƌĞŵĂŝŶĂŶĂƌĞĂŽĨƐŝŐŶŝĮĐĂŶƚĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĨŽƌ/ŶĚŝŐĞŶŽƵƐWĞŽƉůĞƐǁŝƚŚƌĞŐĂƌĚƐƚŽZ
(Schroeder, 2010; Thompson et al., 2011). 
Indigenous responses to REDD have been diverse, ranging from negotiated participation  W as in the 
case of the Surui Indigenous community in Brazil  W to complete opposition to the initiative in all its 
forms, market or non-market  W as advocated by the Indigenous Environmental Network (Goldtooth, 
2010). A more recently articulated response to the failure of carbon markets in forests has been a 
call for territorial rights before the implementation of REDD  W  ‘EŽƌŝŐŚƚƐ ?ŶŽZ ? Wor as an 
alternative to REDD altogether. For example, some Indigenous Peoples of the Amazon have 
challenged REDD on its own ƚĞƌŵƐďǇĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚ/ŶĚŝŐĞŶŽƵƐƚĞƌƌŝƚŽƌŝĞƐƐƚŽƌĞƐŝŐŶŝĮĐĂŶƚ
amounts of carbon, are highly biodiverse, and less costly to manage compared to existing REDD 
projects. Recognizing the targeting of Indigenous lands for climate change mitigation strategies, 
leaders of the Indigenous Amazonian federation COICA2 approached researchers of the Woods Hole 
Research Center to conduct an analysis of carbon storage within Indigenous territories and 
protected natural areas (Walker et al., 2015). The study found that Indigenous Peoples of the 
Amazon played an important role in forest stewardship, and that their territories are associated with 
ůŽǁůĞǀĞůƐŽĨĚĞĨŽƌĞƐƚĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚĂƌĞƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůĞĨŽƌƐƚŽƌŝŶŐŶĞĂƌůǇŽŶĞƚŚŝƌĚŽĨƚŚĞƌĞŐŝŽŶ ?Ɛ
aboveground carbon (Walker et al., 2015). Based on this research, COICA is in the process of 
developing an Indigenous REDD program (COICA, 2013). Territorial rights for Indigenous 
communities, as articulated by COICA, represent both a conservation strategy based on the de- 
ĐŽŵŵŽĚŝĮĐĂƚŝŽŶof land and a mechanism to reclaim forests from state governments. 
/ŶĚŝŐĞŶŽƵƐƚĞƌƌŝƚŽƌŝĂůĐůĂŝŵƐĂƐĂƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƚŽĐĂƌďŽŶĐŽŵŵŽĚŝĮĐĂƚŝŽŶďƌŝŶŐƐŝŶƚŽƐŚĂƌƉ 
relief the longstanding history of land dispossession and the ongoing struggle to reclaim Indigenous 
lands (Escobar, 1998). In this way, the neoliberalization of nature is more than the contemporary set 
of projects and processes of environmental governance based on market logics and relations 
associated with neoliberalism. It is also and importantly linked to a longer history of agrarian 
capitalism. Therefore, neoliberal natures must consider a longer history of land dispossession as it 
informs the character of and locus of struggle: Indigenous territory. Furthermore, it demonstrates 
that the solution might lie beyond Keynesianism and market reform and involve a more radical de-
ĐŽŵŵŽĚŝĮĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨůĂŶĚ ?ůĂďŽƌĂŶĚŵŽŶĞǇ ? 
/ŶĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶ ?ƚŚŝƐǁŽƌŬĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚĞƐƚŽƉƌĞǀŝŽƵƐƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐŚŝƉŽŶƌĞƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞƚŽŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?Ɛ
ĐŽŵŵŽĚŝĮĐĂƚŝŽŶďǇĨŽĐƵƐŝŶŐŽŶ/ŶĚŝŐĞŶŽƵƐĐŽƵŶƚĞƌŵŽǀĞŵĞŶts in the context of climate change. It 
ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞƐƚŚĂƚĞŵďĞĚĚĞĚŶĞƐƐŝƐŶŽƚƐŝŵƉůǇƌĞŇĞĐƚŝǀĞŽĨƐƚĂƚĞ-based protections, regulations 
and reforms, but articulated with cultural politics around territory and a more radical project of de-
commodifying nature in line with Indigenous sovereignty and cosmo-visions (Escobar, 1998; Lacher, 
1999). Furthermore, territorial land rights for Indigenous Peoples in the Amazon have the potential 
to keep fossil fuels underground, 
  
 
thereby constraining the engine of capital, which can make way for alternative and more equitable 
approaches to climate change mitigation through Indigenous REDD. As a broader defense of life 
beyond carbon, the Indigenous approaches to REDD described here, provide alternative anti-
ĐĂƉŝƚĂůŝƐƚǁŽƌůĚǀŝĞǁƐƚŚĂƚĐŽƵůĚƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵƚŚĞĐůŝŵĂƚĞŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶůĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞŝŶŵŽƌĞĞīĞĐƚŝǀĞĂŶĚ
socially just ways. 
 
Note 
 
1. These issues include the following possibilities. Leakage: avoided deforestation takes place 
elsewhere. Additionality: the carbon project would have been implemented regardless of the carbon 
funding. Permanence: carbon intended to remain stored in trees for at least 100 years is released by 
future logging or fire. 
2. Coordinator of the Indigenous Organizations of the Amazon River Basin (Coordinadora de las 
KƌŐĂŶŝǌĂĐŝŽŶĞƐ/ŶĚŦǲŐĞŶĂƐĚĞůĂƵĞŶĐĂŵĂǌŽǲŶŝĐĂ ) 
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Before neoliberal natures 
Morgan Robertson, University of Wisconsin, USA 
For many geographers, the publication of Neoliberal Environments, along with work near the same 
ƚŝŵĞďǇ^ŵŝƚŚ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?DĂŶƐĮĞůĚ ? ? ? ? ? )ĂŶĚĂƐƚƌĞĞ ? ? ? ? ?Ă ? ?  ď ) ?ǁĂƐĂůĂŶĚŵĂƌŬŵŽŵĞŶƚŝŶƚŚĞ
study of the relationship between neoliberal capitalism and the environment. These works were, I 
ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚ ?ƚŚĞĐůŽƐĞŽĨƚŚĞĮƌƐƚĂĐƚ Wthe moment when all the principals (and principles) are on stage 
and a summative aria is sung laying out the main threads that will structure the story going forward. 
dŚĞƉƌĞŚŝƐƚŽƌǇŽĨ ‘ŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŶĂƚƵƌĞƐ ?ŝƐƌŽŽƚĞĚ ?ĨŽƌŵŽƐƚŐĞŽŐƌĂƉŚĞƌƐ ?ŝŶƚŚĞĚĞďĂƚĞƐŽǀĞƌŶĂƚƵƌĞ
within eco-Marxism in the late 1980s and early 1990s (e.g. Altvater, 1993; Benton, 1989)  W centering 
ĂƌŽƵŶĚ:ĂŵĞƐK ?ŽŶŶŽƌ ?Ɛ ?Ğ ?Ő ? ? ? ? ? )ŬĞǇŝĚĞĂŽĨƚŚĞ ‘ƐĞĐŽŶĚĐŽŶƚƌĂĚŝĐƚŝŽŶŽĨĐĂƉŝƚĂůŝƐŵ ?ĂŶĚƌĞůĂƚĞĚ
ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐŽǀĞƌǁŚĞƚŚĞƌŽƌŶŽƚ ‘ŶĂƚƵƌĞ ? ?ĂďƐƚƌĂĐƚůǇĐŽŶĐĞŝǀĞĚ )ĨŽƌŵĞĚĂďĂƌƌŝĞƌƚŽĐĂƉŝƚĂůŝƐƚ
ĂĐĐƵŵƵůĂƚŝŽŶŽƌĂŶĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂů ‘ĮĐƚŝƚŝŽƵƐĐŽŵŵŽĚŝƚǇ ? ?ĂƐƚƌĞĞ ?Ɛ ?  ? ? ? )ĂƌƚŝĐůĞŝŶŶƚŝƉŽĚĞƉƌŽvides the 
ďĞƐƚƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚŽĨƚŚĞƐƚĂƚĞŽĨƚŚĞĮĞůĚƚŚĂƚůĞĚƚŽƚŚĞĞŵĞƌŐĞŶĐĞŽĨĂĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŽĨ ‘ŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂů
ŶĂƚƵƌĞƐ ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚ/ǁŽƵůĚƉŝŶƚŽDĐĨĞĞ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ƉĂƉĞƌŽŶƚŚ Đ ŵŵŽĚŝĮĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŐĞŶĞƚŝĐŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ
ĞŶƚŝƚůĞĚ ‘^ĞůůŝŶŐŶĂƚƵƌĞƚŽƐĂǀĞŝƚ ? ?dŚĞŬĞǇƚŽŚĞƌĨormulation was a detailed grappling with biology 
ĂŶĚĞĐŽůŽŐǇŝŶĂǁĂǇƚŚĂƚĚŝĚŶ ?ƚĨŽĐƵƐŽŶŝƐƐƵĞƐŽĨŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůŝƚǇ ?/ŶƐƚĞĂĚ ?ǁŝƚŚĂŐƌŽƵŶĚĞĚĂŶĚ
ethnographic instinct, she chose to view nature as capitalists were increasingly doing: as an 
informational or service commodity rather than a stock of material objects. 
DĐĨĞĞŚĞůƉĞĚƵƐďŝĚĨĂƌĞǁĞůůƚŽƚŚĞůŽŶŐĚĞďĂƚĞŽǀĞƌǁŚĞƚŚĞƌŽƌŶŽƚŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?ƐƌĞƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞƚŽĐĂƉŝƚĂů
ǁĂƐŝŶŝƚƐŽŶƚŽůŽŐŝĐĂůŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůŝƚǇ ?'ŽŝŶŐĨŽƌǁĂƌĚ ?ƚĂůŬŽĨ ‘ŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?ǁŽƵůĚŶŽůŽŶŐĞƌĚŽ PŶĂƚƵƌĞǁƌŝƚ
ůĂƌŐĞǁĂƐŶŽƚĂŶĂŶĂůǇƚŝĐƚŽƉŝĐůĞŐŝďůĞŝŶƚŚĞƐƚƵĚǇŽĨŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůĐĂƉŝƚĂůŝƐŵ ?'ĞŶĞƐǁĞƌĞ ?tĂƚĞƌ ?ĮƐŚ ?
wetlands, ecosystem services. These were the objects that were being made to circulate and bear 
ǀĂůƵĞ ?ĂŶĚĂƐŐĞŽŐƌĂƉŚĞƌƐǁĞŚĂĚƚŽďĞũƵƐƚĂƐƐƉĞĐŝĮĐĂďout the measurement and epistemology of 
the thing as capitalists were. No more the chasing down of capitalist nature from the lofty starting 
point of underproduction/overproduction debates; rather, Castree (1995: 25) urged us towards 
ƐƉĞĐŝĮĐŝƚǇ P ‘ƚĂŬĞŶĂƚƵre seriously as a material entity and actor in history, without hypostatizing it as 
ĂĮǆĞĚ ?ƵŶĐŚĂŶŐĞĂďůĞ ?ƵŶŝǀĞƌƐĂůŐŝǀĞŶƐĞƉĂƌĂƚĞĨƌŽŵƐŽĐŝĞƚǇ ? ?dŚŝƐŝƐĂǁĂƌŶŝŶŐĨĞǁŽĨƵƐŶĞĞĚƚŽĚĂǇ ?
but Castree was showing the way forward at the time. 
It is this groundedness that marked the novelty in this approach to capitalist nature from a Marxist 
perspective. Capital is not so powerful as to commodify everything with its touch, nor is nature so 
powerful as to resist capital through its material weight. Rather, McAfeĞ ?ƐƉĂƉĞƌƐŚŽǁĞĚƚŚĞ
ongoing and contingent process by which nature becomes, or does not become, capable of bearing 
ǀĂůƵĞĂŶĚƚĂŬŝŶŐƚŚĞĐŽŵŵŽĚŝƚǇĨŽƌŵ ?ĂŶĂďƐƚƌĂĐƚŝŽŶĨƌŽŵƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ ‘ŝƌƌĞĚƵĐŝďůǇĐŽŵƉůĞǆ ? ?tŚŝůĞ
much of the early work on neoliberal natures dealt with the process of commodifying nature, this 
gross process was subdivided into subsumption, privatization, valuation and governance. 
&ŽƌĞƐŚĂĚŽǁŝŶŐĨƵƚƵƌĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƐŝŶƚŚĞůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞ ?DĐĨĞ ?ƐŵĂŝŶĂŶĂůǇƚŝĐĨŽĐƵƐǁĂƐƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚŽĨ
global environmental policy and venues of governance rather than the realm of agricultural or 
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industrial production that had dominated earlier discussions in green Marxism. The paper also 
forged then-novel methodological links with Science and Technology Studies by holding equivalent 
ƚŚĞŵŝĐƌŽƚĞĐŚŶŝƋƵĞƐŽĨďŽƚŚĮŶĂŶĐĞĂŶĚŐĞŶŽŵŝĐƐƚŚĂƚǁĞƌĞƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚƚŽĚŝƐƚŝll the value of genes. 
These are all elements that seem unremarkable now, even requisite. But to understand how the 
concern for neoliberal natures has taken the form it has, one has to see what it took shape against. 
Green and eco-Marxists circa 1990 wanted a way to talk about a nature that was spatially and 
ƚĞŵƉŽƌĂůůǇĐŽŵƉůĞǆ ?ĂŶĚŶŽƚƐŝŵƉůǇƌĞĂĚŽīŽĨƚŚĞůŽŐŝĐŽĨĐĂƉŝƚĂůŽƌĐŽŶĐĞŝǀĞĚŽĨĂƐĂŶŝŶĂŶŝŵĂƚĞ
surface on which capital played out. But they did so at a level of abstraction that was very high. 
Elmar Altvater, surely one of the most brilliant eco- Marxists, did not go further than to indicate that 
ŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?ƐĐŽŵƉůĞǆŝƚǇƉŽƐĞĚĂƉƌŽďůĞŵĨŽƌĐĂƉŝƚĂůůŽŐŝĐ P ‘dŚĞŚĞƚĞƌŽŐĞŶĞŝƚǇŽĨƉŚǇƐŝĐĂůƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ
in real space and time  W that is, the particularity of materials, place, and ecology  W is at odds with the 
ĂǆŝŽŵŽĨŐĞŶĞƌĂůĐŽŵƉĂƌĂďŝůŝƚǇŝŶƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚŵĂƌŬĞƚƉůĂĐĞŝŵƉŽƐĞĚďǇĐĂƉŝƚĂůŝƐŵ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?,ŝƐƉŽŝŶƚ
ŵĂĚĞ ?ŚĞŚĂŶĚƐƚŚĞďĂƚŽŶŽīƚŽĞĐŽůŽŐŝƐƚƐ ?ǁŚŽƐĞďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐŝƚŝƐƚŽĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƚŚĂƚŚĞƚĞƌŽŐĞŶĞŝƚǇ ? 
The explosion of work in economic geography on neoliberalism and the crisis tendencies of late 
capitalism in the 1980s and 1990s had exerted a strong gravitational pull on most of human 
geography and the writers on neoliberal nature were no exception. Reading Altvater or Benton or 
Redclift on nature was somewhat unsatisfying if one had just come from reading a close and 
grounded examination of innovation amongst small fashion houses in Emilia-Romagna, or amongst 
high-ƚĞĐŚĮƌŵƐŽŶŽƐƚŽŶ ?ƐZŽƵƚĞ ? ? ? ?KŶĞǁĂŶƚĞĚƚŽ be in a position to both see the world of 
global capital and pursue and document its heterogeneity and contingency, as the economic 
geographers were doing. The bibliographies of the early writers on neoliberal natures are larded 
with the textured ethnographic approach of Michael Burawoy, and equally the post-structural 
concern for situatedness of Gill Valentine and Audrey Kobayashi. The incompleteness of capitalism 
and its aporetic spaces, following Gibson-Graham (1993) were at least as important as the grinding 
ƉŽǁĞƌŽĨĐĂƉŝƚĂůƚŽƌĞŵĂŬĞŶĂƚƵƌĞŝŶŝƚƐŽǁŶŝŵĂŐĞ ?ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐK ?ŽŶŶŽƌ ? ? ? ? ? )ĂŶĚĂĐŽŵŵŽŶ
ŵŝƐƌĞĂĚŝŶŐŽĨ^ŵŝƚŚ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? ) ‘ƐĞĐŽŶĚŶĂƚƵƌĞ ? ? 
^ŽŽŶƚŚĞƌĞǁĞƌĞĞŶŽƵŐŚƉĞŽƉůĞǁŽƌŬŝŶŐŝŶƚŚŝƐǀĞŝŶƚŚĂƚ ‘ŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŶĂƚƵƌĞƐ ?ďĞĐĂŵĞĂƚŚŝŶŐ W 
sessions at the annual Association of American Geographers (AAG) conference had been organized 
around the term starting around 2002, and Cori Hayden had used the term as the title of part one of 
her excellent book on bioprospecting in Mexico (2003). James McCarthy and Scott Prudham 
ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĞĚĂƐƉĞĐŝĂůƐĞĐƚŝŽŶŽĨ'ĞŽĨŽƌƵŵŝŶ ? ? ? ? ? ‘EĞŽůŝď ƌĂůŶĂƚƵƌĞĂŶĚƚŚĞŶĂƚƵƌĞŽĨŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝƐŵ ? ?
and of the Geoforum authors only two would be missing from Neoliberal Environments. Likewise, 
the book featured all but one of the authors in BecŬǇDĂŶƐĮĞůĚ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ƐƉĞĐŝĂůŝƐƐƵĞŽĨŶƚŝƉŽĚĞŽŶ
ƚŚĞƉƌŝǀĂƚŝǌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?ƐĞĞDĂŶƐĮĞůĚ ? ? ? ? ? ) ? 
So on the one hand, we have a relatively coherent group of people who had been publishing in the 
ƐĂŵĞǀĞŶƵĞƐĨŽƌĂĨĞǁǇĞĂƌƐĂŶĚŝŶŇƵĞŶĐŝŶŐĞĂĐŚŽƚŚĞƌƐ ?ǁŽƌk. On the other hand, these authors 
ĐĂŵĞĨƌŽŵǀĞƌǇĚŝīĞƌĞŶƚƉůĂĐĞƐ ?DĂŶǇǁĞƌĞƉŝǀŽƚĂůŝŶĞĂƌůŝĞƌǁŽƌŬŝŶƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂůĞĐŽůŽŐǇ ?WĞůƵƐŽ ?
Rocheleau, Swyngedouw, Robbins, Watts). Others were rooted strongly in economic geography 
(Brenner, Larner, Bridge, Theodore). There were geographers who we might identify primarily as 
ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů ?ƵƌďĂŶŽƌĨĞŵŝŶŝƐƚ ?^ŽŵĞĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚĞĚƚŚĞƉƌŽďůĞŵŽĨŶĂƚƵƌĞĂƐĂ ‘sŽůƵŵĞ ?DĂƌǆŝƐƚ ? ?
ĨŽĐƵƐŝŶŐŽŶƚŚĞĐŽŵŵŽĚŝĮĐĂƚŝŽŶƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĂŶĚƚŚĞĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶŽĨǀĂůƵĞ ?ĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌƐĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚĞĚƚŚĞ
problĞŵĂƐĂ ‘sŽůƵŵĞ ?DĂƌǆŝƐƚ ? ?ĨŽĐƵƐŝŶŐŽŶƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶĂŶĚŝƚƐƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌŝŶŐĞīĞĐƚƐŽŶƚŚĞ
environment.1 The former could be accused of seeing commodities without production 
  
 
and without realization, which threatens to drift into a kind of post-Marxist anthropology of 
commodities (a` la Appadurai), untethered to the rigors of creating surplus value. One can see this in 
my own work on wetlands (e.g. Robertson, 2004). The latter could be accused of trying to make the 
ŚŝĚĚĞŶĂďŽĚĞŽĨŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?ƐƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶůŽŽŬƚŽŽŵuch like a Manchester factory as it becomes the 
vehicle for crises of state or labor. I can see this in the earlier work of Prudham and McCarthy in their 
Geoforum special issue. Some wrote with a commitment to nature as (in an oft-repeated phrase) 
 ‘ƐŝŵƵůƚĂŶĞŽƵƐůǇŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůĂŶĚĚŝƐĐƵƌƐŝǀĞ ? ?ǁŚŝůĞŽƚŚĞƌƐƐĂǁƚŚĞŵĂƚĞƌŝĂů ?ĚŝƐĐƵƌƐŝǀĞďŝŶĂƌŝƐŵĂƐƚŚĞ
ƚŚŝŶŐƚŽďĞĚĞŵŽůŝƐŚĞĚ ?ĐĨ ?ĂŬŬĞƌĂŶĚƌŝĚŐĞ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ?ŽǀĞƌǀŝĞǁ ) ? 
 ‘EĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŶĂƚƵƌĞƐ ? ?ƚŚĞŶ ?ǁĂƐŶŽƚƚŚĞĂŶƐǁĞƌƚŽĂƐŝŶŐůĞƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ ?ďƵƚƌĂƚŚĞƌƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƚĞd 
by a range of geographers seeking to incorporate sophisticated, grounded and ecologically literate 
accounts of nature into their observations of the varied projects of late capitalism. They knew what 
ƚŚĞǇĚŝĚŶ ?ƚůŝŬĞ ?ĂŶĚŝƚǁĂƐƚŚĞŐĞƐƚƵƌĂůƚƌĞĂƚŵĞŶƚŽĨ ŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?ƵŶƐƉĞĐŝĮĞĚĂŶĚŵŽŶŽůŝƚŚŝĐ ?ŝŶƚŚĞƐƚƵĚǇ
of the governance or expansion of market relations in late capitalism. This is understandable, from a 
generational perspective: such a concept, for many, had been the nemesis against which they 
sparred in graduate seminars at the beginning of their careers. 
tŚĂƚƚŚĞǇĂůƐŽƐŚĂƌĞĚǁĂƐƚŚĞƵƐĞŽĨĮĞůĚ-based case studies. Castree in 2008 weighed in on the 
limits of this, essentially saying that the pendulum had swung too far from 1995 and we had perhaps 
listened ƚŽŚŝŵĂůŝƚƚůĞƚŽŽǁĞůůƚŚĂƚ ‘ŵƵĐŚŵŽƌĞĂƚƚĞŶƚŝŽŶŚĂƐƚŽďĞŐŝǀĞŶƚŽƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐƚŚĞ
proximate (produced) natural processes at work in environmental degradation, in addition to the 
distal social-structural causes which Marxist analysis has traditionally ďĞĞŶĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĞĚǁŝƚŚ ? ?ĂƐƚƌĞĞ ?
 ? ? ? ? P ? ? ?ĞŵƉŚĂƐŝƐŝŶŽƌŝŐŝŶĂů ) ?Ǉ ? ? ? ? ? ‘ƚŚĞƌĞŝƐĂĚĂŶŐ ƚŚĂƚĚŝǀĞƌƐĞŝŶǀĞƐƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?Ɛ
ŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ ?ŝŶƚŚĞƉůƵƌĂů )ǁŝůůŽďƐĐƵƌĞƚŚĞĐŽŵŵŽŶ ‘ůŽŐŝĐƐ ?ĂŶĚƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŶŐǁŝƚŚŝŶŽƌ
ďĞƚǁĞĞŶŽƚŚĞƌǁŝƐĞĚŝīĞƌĞŶƚƐƉĂƚŝŽƚĞŵƉŽƌĂůƐĞƚƚŝŶŐƐ ? ?ĂƐƚƌĞĞ ? ? ? ? ?Ă P ? ? ? ) ? 
To vastly oversimplify, the development of neoliberal natures work from 1990 to 2007 is this: the 
study of nature under late capitalism had abounded in theoretical debates, but lacked case studies 
and biophysical literacy. The latter were then vigorously pursued, but perhaps at the expense of the 
former. As other essays in this forum will detail, much has changed in the past 10 years. The 
coherence of the concept of neoliberalism has been challenged (Brenner et al., 2010)  W though in a 
way which, I believe, enriches the neoliberal natures approach rather than undermines it. The 
Volume 1/Volume 2 dyad has been augmented with a focus on the state and governance, 
ŶŽŶĐĂƉŝƚĂůŝƐŵƐ ?ĮŶĂŶĐĞĂŶĚƚŚĞĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĨŽƌƚŚĞ reproduction of capital. At a stroke, Felli (2014) 
ŶĞĂƌůǇďĂŶŝƐŚĞĚƚŚĞĞŶƚŝƌĞĚĞďĂƚĞŽǀĞƌƚŚĞĐŽŵŵŽĚŝĮĐĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶŽĨŶĂƚƵƌĞĂƐŝƚŚĂĚ
unfolded since 1999, pointing out that the prices assigned to things like ecosystem services and 
wetland permits are much more legible as forms of rent. For twenty years we whistled past the 
question of where surplus value might come from if nature is produced  W can nature be exploited in 
the same way as labor? Analogies can be made between ecological and labor inputs to production, 
to be sure, but where is the surplus value in the labor that creates a carbon credit? Or, how is nature 
alienated from the product of its own labor? How might this exploitation, rather than an exhaustion 
of stocks, create a crisis tendenĐǇĂŶĂůŽŐŽƵƐƚŽƚŚĞĞǆƉůŽŝƚĂƚŝŽŶŽĨůĂďŽƌ ?/ƚĚŽĞƐŶ ?ƚƌĞĂůůǇǁŽƌŬ ?&Ğůůŝ
stands alongside the largely- honored-in-the-ďƌĞĂĐŚŚĂƉƚĞƌ ? ?ŽĨ,ĂƌǀĞǇ ?Ɛ>ŝŵŝƚƐƚŽĂƉŝƚĂů ?ĂŶĚ
'ƵƚŚŵĂŶ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚŽŶƌĞŶƚ ?ĂƚǁŚŝĐŚŵŽƐƚŽĨƵƐŶŽĚĚĞĚĂƚĂŶĚŵĂĚĞĂŶŽƚĞƚŽƌe-read 
Harvey. Especially in the process and service commodities with which a good deal of work on 
neoliberal natures is concerned, most of what is capitalized about nature can be considered a rent 
imposed on inputs that is established by the state. Value in the strictly Marxian sense is thus created 
ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚŚĂǀŝŶŐƚŽĮƚŶĂƚƵƌĞŝŶƚŽƚŚĞůĂďŽƌ-sized hole in capitalism, requiring it to be a commodity, or 
abandoning the idea that nature is a social abstraction creating crisis tendencies. 
In two decades, the tension over the under-ƐƉĞĐŝĮĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŶĂƚƵƌĞŝŶĐĂƉŝƚĂůŝƐŵŚĂƐƉůĂǇĞĚŝƚƐĞůĨŽƵƚ ?
but given rise to other tensions and further acts. Neoliberal natures does not mean what it meant in 
1999 or 2007, but it continues to be a durable rubric under which to bring together our changing 
understanding of accumulation and governance in a capitalist society and our changing 
understanding of ecological relations. 
 
Note 
 
1. I am indebted to Paul Robbins for this observation. 
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In this intervention, I introduce two concepts  W stealth unknown Wknowns and disingenuous nature 
to animate and clarify key research and policy developments at the nexus of environmental 
governance, neoliberalism and environmental change. I use ƚŚĞƐĞĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƐƚŽ ?Ă )ďƌŝĞŇǇĚŝƐƚŝůů
important insights from geographers, political ecologists and other critical scholars of the 
ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚǁŚŽŚĂǀĞĞǆƉůŽƌĞĚŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝƐŵĂƐĂŶŝŶƚĞƌƌĞůĂƚĞĚ ‘ƐĞƚŽĨĐŽŚĞƌĞŶƚŝĚĞŽůŽŐŝĞƐ ?
discourses, and material practiceƐ ? ?DĐĂƌƚŚǇĂŶĚWƌƵĚŚĂŵ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? )ĂŶĚƚŽ ?ď )ŝůůƵŵŝŶĂƚĞƚŚĞ
complex and power-laden nature of knowledge production and management under an increasingly 
hegemonic neoliberal environmental governance doctrine. I argue that critical engagement with 
each concept is important for evaluating the construction and implications of environmental 
knowledge claims made by powerful market actors that ultimately shape how we come to 
understand and manage environmental change in diverse settings. 
Neoliberal sensibilities as stealth unknown Wknowns Stealth unknown Wknowns pertain to the tacit 
ŝĚĞĂƐĂŶĚďĞůŝĞĨƐƚŚĂƚŝŶĨŽƌŵŽƵƌŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĂƚŵĂǇŝŶŇƵĞŶĐĞĞīŽƌƚƐƚŽ
privilege or disavow certain information within environmental management contexts. These ideas 
and logic frames linger outside of our conscious awareness yet are always active, exertive and at 
play. They structure our understanding of the world without us readily acknowledging their 
ŝŶŇƵĞŶĐĞ ?hŶŬŶŽǁŶ Wknowns are the suppositions and beliefs, aƐǼŝǌǼĞŬŶŽƚĞƐ ? ‘ǁĞƉƌĞƚĞŶĚŶŽƚƚŽ
know about, even ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚŚĞǇĨŽƌŵƚŚĞďĂĐŬŐƌŽƵŶĚŽĨŽƵƌƉƵďůŝĐǀĂůƵĞƐ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ) ?,ĞĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞƐ ?
 ‘ƚŚĞǇĂƌĞƚŚĞƚŚŝŶŐƐǁĞĚŽŶ ?ƚŬŶŽǁƚŚĂƚǁĞŬŶŽǁ-which is precisely, the Freudian unconscious, the 
 ‘ ‘ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞǁŚŝĐŚĚŽĞƐŶ ?ƚŬŶŽǁŝƚƐĞůĨ ? ? ?ĂƐ>ĂĐĂŶƵƐĞĚƚŽƐĂǇ ? ? 
For political ecologists, neoliberal stealth unknown WŬŶŽǁŶƐĂŶĚƚŚĞŝƌĨƵƌƚŝǀĞŝŶŇƵĞŶĐĞĂƌĞďĞƐƚ
characterized as underlying capitalist and market-based values and belief systems that privilege 
ŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?ƐĞŶĐůŽƐƵƌĞ ?ĞĸĐient use, private sector management, market commensurable valuation, 
techno-ĐĞŶƚƌŝĐƚƌĞĂƚŵĞŶƚĂŶĚƉƌŽĮƚŵĂǆŝŵŝǌŝŶŐƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů ?KǀĞƌƚŚĞƉĂƐƚƐĞǀĞƌĂůĚĞĐĂĚĞƐƚŚĞƐĞ
values have soaked into the core fabric of mainstream environmental governance. The now 
engrained nature of neoliberal sensibilities has steadily increased, marking a transition from overt 
market triumphalism (Peet and Watts, 1993) to more mundane and standardized applications where 
capitalist logic and governance operates implicitly as assumed best practice (Goldman, 2006)  W 
including programs targeting sustainable forestry, energy conservation and climate change 
mitigation (see below). And although they are underlying and typically non-controversial viewpoints, 
they are ĂůƐŽƉƌŽĨŽƵŶĚůǇŝŶŇƵĞŶƚŝĂůas they circumscribe what knowledge and practices are possible. 
Stealth neoliberal logic within development practice is therefore important to reveal because its 
ĞŶĂĐƚŵĞŶƚďǇŵĂƌŬĞƚĂĐƚŽƌƐĂƌŝƐĞƐŽĨƚĞŶƚŝŵĞƐĂƚƚŚĞĞǆĐůƵƐŝŽŶŽĨŽƚŚĞƌĂīĞĐƚĞĚĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ
subjects. Neoliberal sensibilities are thus stealthy not because they are performed in intentionally 
covert ways, but rather because they are achieved, oftentimes without hindrance, through 
hegemonic and taken-for-granted practices. 
 
The production of disingenuous natures 
This brand of surreptitious rationality is not without consequence for environmental governance. As 
the brief example from India below suggests, the application of neoliberal ideologies and beliefs 
oftentimes undergirds the production of faulty information in order to justify capitalist 
ŝŶƚĞƌǀĞŶƚŝŽŶƐ ?/ŶĂŶĞīŽƌƚƚŽŵĂŬĞŶĂƚƵƌĞůĞŐŝďůĞƚŽƚŚĞŵĂƌŬĞƚ ?ƚŚŝƐƉƌŽĐĞƐƐůĞĂĚƐƵůƚŝŵĂƚĞůǇƚŽƚŚĞ
ĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶŽĨ ‘ĚŝƐŝŶŐĞŶƵŽƵƐŶĂƚƵƌĞƐ ?ƚŚĂƚĂƌĞƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚĂŶĚŵĂŶĂŐĞĚƐĞĞŵŝŶŐůǇǁŝƚŚŽƵƚ
controversy. Disingenuous natures are the management interventions and coinciding social-
ecological conditions that emerge from faulty science, partial data and erroneous environmental 
narratives. They are disingenuous because  W despite being constructed by surreptitious knowledge  W 
they are understood and managed as if they were a legitimate, authentic and thus genuine depiction 
of social-ecological conditions (Simon, 2010). Acknowledging the disingenuous nature of certain 
environmental beliefs and imaginaries follows insights by Ferguson (1990) and Goldman (2006) who 
each note how particular representations of social-ĞĐŽůŽŐŝĐĂů ‘ƌĞĂůŝƚŝĞƐ ?ĂƌĞƵƐĞĨƵůƚŽƉŽǁĞƌĨƵů
ĞŶƚŝƚŝĞƐŶŽƚŝŶƚŚĞŝƌǀĞƌĂĐŝƚǇŽƌĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŽĞīĞĐƚŝǀĞůǇĂĚĚƌĞƐƐƉƌĞƐƐŝŶŐŝƐƐƵĞƐ ?ďƵƚƌĂƚŚĞƌĨŽƌƚŚĞŝƌ
capacity to advance  W ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ‘ŐƌĞĞŶƐĐŝĞŶĐĞ ?ĂƚƚŚĞtŽƌůĚĂŶŬĨŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ?ŝďŝĚ ) W the 
development agendas of State-led and market based development actors. 
Unsurprisingly, when observed through a neoliberal looking glass, our view of environmental 
problems leads us to ƐĞĞŵĂƌŬĞƚĐŽŵƉĂƚŝďůĞĂŶƐǁĞƌƐ ?dŚŝƐŵĞĂŶƐĚĞĮŶŝŶŐƉƌŽďůĞŵƐĂŶĚƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƐ
that are commensurate  W indeed optimally aligned  W ǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĐŽŵŵŽĚŝĮĐĂƚŝŽŶ ?ŵĂƌŬĞƚŝǌĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚ
ĮŶĂŶĐŝĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?,ĞƌĞ ?ŵĂƌŬĞƚĞŶƚŝƚŝĞƐĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚĂƐĞƌŝĞƐŽĨƐŽĐŝŽ-environmentaů ‘ĞŶĚƐ ?ƚŚĂƚ
ŶĞĐĞƐƐŝƚĂƚĞĂƐĞƚŽĨŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůƉŽůŝĐǇĂŶĚŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ‘ŵĞĂŶƐ ? ?&ŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ?dŚŽŵƉƐŽŶĞƚĂů ? ? ? ? ? ? )
ŶŽƚĞƚŚĂƚƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐƐƵĐŚĂƐZƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ ‘ĂƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌĨƌĂŵŝŶŐŽĨƚŚĞƉƌŽďůĞŵŽĨĐůŝŵĂƚĞĐŚĂŶŐĞĂŶĚ
its solutions that validates and legitimizes ƐƉĞĐŝĮĐƚŽŽůƐ ?ĂĐƚŽƌƐĂŶĚƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƐǁŚŝůĞŵĂƌŐŝŶĂůŝǌŝŶŐ
ŽƚŚĞƌƐ ? ?hůƚŝŵĂƚĞůǇƚŚŝƐƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŽĨŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůƐŚŽĞŚŽƌŶŝŶŐŵĂǇůĞĂĚ ?ĂƐ&ŽƌƐǇƚŚ ? ? ? ? ? )ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƐ ?ƚŽ
 ‘ůĂŶĚ-ƵƐĞƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐƚŚĂƚŚĂǀĞĞŝƚŚĞƌƐŝŵƉůŝĮĞĚƚŚĞƵŶĚĞƌůǇŝŶŐďŝŽƉŚǇƐŝĐĂůĐĂƵƐĞƐŽĨĂƉƉĂƌĞŶƚ
problemƐ ?ŽƌĞǀĞŶŝŵƉŽƐĞĚƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƚŝŽŶƐŽŶƚŚĞůŝǀĞůŝŚŽŽĚƐŽĨůŽĐĂůƉĞŽƉůĞ ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ) ? 
My own research in Andhra Pradesh, India provides a nice illustration of this process. Here, carbon 
market investors are using tens of thousands of improved cookstoves to mitigate (supposedly) 
household-driven deforestation from fuelwood collection activities. This long-standing narrative and 
ĚŝƐŝŶŐĞŶƵŽƵƐŶĂƚƵƌĞĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƚŝŶŐ ‘ďĂĐŬǁĂƌĚƐ ?ĨŽƌĞƐƚĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐĂƐĂƚŚƌĞĂƚƚŽĨŽƌĞƐƚŚĞĂůƚŚǁĂƐ
Įrst espoused by colonial foresters as a scapegoating tactic to obfuscate their own extensive timber 
extraction activities. It was later utilized as a paternalistic management strategy by state forest 
agencies in order to create a series of local ecological exigencies that only well-resourced and 
authoritative bodies, such as the Indian Forest Service, would be able to manage (Sivaramakrishnan, 
 ? ? ? ? ) ?&ŽƌŵŽƌĞƚŚĂŶĂĐĞŶƚƵƌǇŶŽǁƚŚŝƐĮĐƚŝŽŶĂůĨŽƌĞƐƚĚŝƐĂƉƉĞĂƌŝŶŐĂƚƚŚĞŚĂŶĚƐŽĨŝƌƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůĞ
households has proven to be an administratively convenient problem frame. 
 dŽĚĂǇ ?ŵĂƌŬĞƚŝŶǀĞƐƚŽƌƐĂƌĞƌĞƉƵƌƉŽƐŝŶŐƚŚŝƐĨŽƌĞƐƚĮĐƚŝŽŶ ?ĂƌŐƵŝŶŐƚŚĂƚŝĨ ‘ŝƌƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůĞ ?ŚŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚƐ
are driving deforestation due to woodfuel collection, then providing stoves that use less wood 
should curb rates of forest loss and, as a consequence, increase forest carbon sequestration 
potential (Simon et al., 2012). In rural India, this has become a convenient problem narrative 
ƉƌĞĐŝƐĞůǇďĞĐĂƵƐĞŝƚƐĞƌǀĞƐƚŚĞŽīƐĞƚƌĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚƐŽĨƚŚĞĮƌƐƚ-world driven carbon market, thus 
representing a ŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚďǇƵŵƉƵƐĂŶĚ>ŝǀĞƌŵĂŶ ? ? ? ? ? )ĂƐ ‘ĂĐĐƵŵƵůĂƚŝŽŶďǇ
ĚĞĐĂƌďŽŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ ? ? 
In this contemporary context, the problem of household driven deforestation is a disingenuous 
nature devised administratively by the Fair Climate Network with technical assistance from the 
Indian Institute of Science; substantiated empirically using Gold Standard carbon monitoring 
ŵĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐŝĞƐƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞůĞĂŶĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚDĞĐŚĂŶŝƐŵ ?ĮŶĂŶĐĞĚďǇŝŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ
and faith based organizations aiming to ĨƵůĮůůĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞƐŽĐŝĂůƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇŽďůŝŐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?ĂŶĚ
legitimated discursively by the Global Alliance for Clean Cookstoves (a subset of the United Nations 
Foundation) tasked with educating the public and investors alike about the social and ecological 
viƌƚƵĞƐŽĨĐůĞĂŶĐŽŽŬƐƚŽǀĞƐ ?ƐƚŚŝƐǀĂƐƚŶĞƚǁŽƌŬŽĨĂĐƚŽƌƐƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƐ ?ƚŚŝƐŝƐĂĚĞĐŝĚĞĚůǇĮƌƐƚ-world 
problem at variance with more localized environmental accounts. Local forest users are not causing 
widespread forest loss. A long history of commercial forestry, urban and agricultural expansion, and 
ŵĂŶǇĚĞĐĂĚĞƐŽĨůŽŐŐŝŶŐƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞƌŝƚŝƐŚZĂũƐƵŐŐĞƐƚĂĚĞĐŝĚĞĚůǇĚŝīĞƌĞŶƚĨŽƌĞƐƚƐƚŽƌǇ ?ƵƚĨŽƌ
global carbon markets, and in order to manufacture a carbon market compatible problem, local 
forest loss must necessarily be driven by stove user forest demands. This brief case illustrates how 
explanations of contemporary environmental degradation in India, and the multi-scale carbon 
market constructed to manage it, are informed by a taken- for-granted and hegemonic (read: stealth 
unknown-ŬŶŽǁŶ )ŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůƐĞŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶŐŝŶĚĞĨĂĐƚŽ ‘ďĞƐƚŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ ? ?ƌĞĂĚ P
disingenuous nature) that foreclose other ways of understanding or responding to such landscape 
changes. 
Insights from critical scholars of the environment 
This type of disingenuousness is certainly not new. Examples abound throughout history where 
 ‘ƌĞŝĮĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ? ? ?ĐƌĞĂƚĞĂĐƚƵĂů ‘ ‘ƉĞƌŵĂŶĂŶĐĞƐ ? ?ŝŶƚŚĞƐŽĐŝĂůĂŶĚŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůǁŽƌůĚĂƌŽƵŶĚƵƐ ? ?,ĂƌǀĞǇ ?
 ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?dŚĞŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨ ‘ƉĞƌŵĂŶĂŶĐĞƐ ? ?ƌĞĨĞƌƐƚŽƌĞgulatory, planning and material instantiations 
ƚŚĂƚĂƌĞĚƵƌĂďůĞĂŶĚƚŚĂƚƌĞŝŶĨŽƌĐĞĂŶĚĚĞĞƉĞŶŽƵƌĂĐĐĞƉƚĂŶĐĞŽĨƚŚĞ ‘ƌĞŝĮĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?ŽǀĞƌƚŝŵĞ ?Ă
process normalizing erroneous knowledge and reproducing public acceptance of, in this context, 
market-centric expůĂŶĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůĐŚĂŶŐĞ ?dŚĞĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŽĨĚŝƐŝŶŐĞŶƵŽƵƐŶĂƚƵƌĞƌĞŇĞĐƚƐ
ĮŶĚŝŶŐƐĨƌŽŵŽƚŚĞƌƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐǁŚŽŚĂǀĞƵŶĚĞƌƐĐŽƌĞĚƚŚĞǁĂǇƉŽǁĞƌĨƵůŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚƐĐŽŵŵŝƚƚĞĚƚŽ
neoliberal tenets may generate incomplete and distorted, yet seemingly credible and enduring 
depictions of social- ecological systems. For example, scholars have demonstrated how recent 
ĞīŽƌƚƐƚŽĐŚĂƌƚ ‘ƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ŐƌĞĞŶ ?ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚŝŽŶƐĂƌĞŝŵďƵĞĚǁŝƚŚĐĂƉŝƚĂůŝƐƚŽǀĞƌƚŽŶĞƐ ?ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ
initiatives like the millennium development goals (MDGs) (Sheppard and Leitner, 2010) and post-
D'ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ ?<ƵŵŝĞƚĂů ? ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ZĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĞƌƐŚĂǀĞĂůƐŽĂƐƐĞƐ ĞĚƐƉĞĐŝĮĐŵĂƌŬĞƚ-based strategies 
like payments for ecosystem services (McAfee and Shapiro, 2010), reducing emissions for 
deforestation and forest degradatŝŽŶ ?Z ) ?KƐďŽƌŶĞ ? ? ? ? ? )ĂŶĚĐĂƌďŽŶŽīƐĞƚŵĂƌŬĞƚƐ ?ƵŵƉƵƐ
and Liverman, 2008), to name but a few. Here, investigators have demonstrated how engrained and 
institutionalized neoliberal sensibilities lead us to manage disingenuous environments in a manner 
ƚŚĂƚƌĞŇĞĐƚƐŵĂƌŬĞƚĐŽŵƉĂƚŝďŝůŝƚǇ ?ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞĞĸĐŝĞŶĐŝĞƐĂŶĚƉƌŽĮƚŵĂǆŝŵŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƉƌŝŽƌŝƚŝĞƐŽǀĞƌŽƚŚĞƌ
more democratic, intrinsic and eco-centric concerns. 
 Unsurprisingly, this privileging of certain environmental problems/histories and solutions/futures 
leaĚƐƚŽ ‘ǁŝĚĞůǇŬŶŽǁŶĚĞĮŶŝƚŝŽŶƐĂŶĚĞǆƉůĂŶĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůĚĞŐƌĂĚĂƚŝŽŶĂƌĞ ?ŝŶĂĐƚƵĂůŝƚǇ ?
ƵŶĐĞƌƚĂŝŶ ?ŚŝŐŚůǇĐŽŶƚĞƐƚĞĚ ?ĂŶĚŵŝƐůĞĂĚŝŶŐ ? ?&ŽƌƐǇƚŚ ? ? ?  ? P ? ? ) ?dŚĞƐĞŵŝƐĂůŝŐŶŵĞŶƚƐ ?ůĂďĞůĞĚ
ĞůƐĞǁŚĞƌĞĂƐ ‘ŵĂůĂĚĂƉƚĂƚŝŽŶ ?Žƌ ‘ŵĂůŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶ ? ?DĂƌŝŶŽĂŶĚZŝďŽƚ, 2012), connote situations or 
 ‘ĮĐƚŝŽŶƐ ? ?WĞĞƚĂŶĚtĂƚƚƐ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?ŝ ?Ğ ? ?ĚŝƐŝŶŐĞŶƵŽƵƐŶĂƚƵƌĞƐ )ǁŚĞƌĞůĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞƐĂƌĞŵĂŶĂŐĞĚĂŶĚ
maintained in ways that are compatible with market solutions but not necessarily the needs of 
ĞīĞĐƚĞĚĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ ? 
The concept of disingenuous nature therefore acknowledges a dissonance between intrinsic/use and 
ĞǆĐŚĂŶŐĞ ?ŵĂƌŬĞƚǀĂůƵĞƐŽĨŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?^ŵŝƚŚ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇŝŶŐƚŚĞƐĞƚǁŽŵŽĚĂůŝƚŝĞƐĂƐĮƌƐƚĂŶĚƐĞĐŽŶĚ
ŶĂƚƵƌĞƌĞƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞůǇ ?ŶŽƚĞƐƚŚĂƚ ‘ƚŚĞƐĂŵĞƉŝĞĐĞŽĨŵĂƚƚĞƌĞǆŝƐƚƐƐŝŵƵůtaneously in both natures; as 
ƉŚǇƐŝĐĂůĐŽŵŵŽĚŝƚǇƐƵďũĞĐƚƚŽƚŚĞůĂǁƐŽĨŐƌĂǀŝƚǇĂŶĚƉŚǇƐŝĐƐŝƚĞǆŝƐƚƐŝŶƚŚĞĮƌƐƚŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?ďƵƚĂƐ
exchange-ǀĂůƵĞƐƵďũĞĐƚƚŽƚŚĞůĂǁƐŽĨƚŚĞŵĂƌŬĞƚ ?ŝƚƚƌĂǀĞůƐŝŶƚŚĞƐĞĐŽŶĚŶĂƚƵƌĞ ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ) ?WŽůŝƚŝĐĂů
ecologists and others havĞƐŚŽǁŶŚŽǁĚĞĨĂĐƚŽ ‘ƐĞĐŽŶĚŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?ĐĂƉŝƚĂůŝƐƚǀĂůƵĞƐůĞĂĚŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶƐƚŽ
manage social- ĞĐŽůŽŐŝĐĂůĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐĂƐ ‘ĮĐƚŝƚŝŽƵƐĐŽŵŵŽĚŝƚŝĞƐ ? ?WŽůĂŶǇŝ ? ? ? ? ? )ƚŚĂƚĚŽŶŽƚƌĞŇĞĐƚ
other intrinsic meanings  W including those held nearby human and non-human actors. 
To some, these incongruences suggest that neoliberal environmental policies are fundamentally ill 
equipped to bring about just and equitable social-ecological changes (Klein, 2015). This is because 
market-ďĂƐĞĚƉĂƚŚǁĂǇƐŽīĞƌĂƐĞƚŽĨƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƐƚŚĂƚĞŵĂŶĂte from an ideational space and policy 
ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚƚŚĂƚŝƐŝŶƚĞƌŶĂůƚŽƚŚĞƉƌŽďůĞŵ ?ĂŶŝŵĂŐŝŶĂƌǇŽĨ ‘ĐĂƉŝƚĂůŝƐŵĂƐƚŚĞƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƚŽ ?ƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶ
ƉƌŽŐĞŶŝƚŽƌŽĨ ?ƵŶĞǀĞŶĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ? ?^ŚĞƉƉĂƌĚĂŶĚ>ĞŝƚŶĞƌ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ? 
 
Reclaiming environmental governance, excavating disingenuous natures 
Critical engagement with neoliberal stealth unknown-knowns and disingenuous natures is as 
ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚĂƐĞǀĞƌ ?ƐĂƐƚƌĞĞ ? ? ? ? ? )ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƐ ?ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŽƵƚŚŝƐƚŽƌǇŶĂƚƵƌĞŚĂƐďĞĞŶ ‘ŵĂĚĞƐĞŶƐĞŽĨ ?
ďŽƚŚ ‘ďǇƵƐĂŶĚƚŽƵƐ ? ?Ɖ ? ? ) ?ŶĚŝŶƚŚŝƐĐŽŶƚĞŵƉŽƌĂƌǇ ‘ƉŽƐƚƚƌƵƚŚ ?ƉŽůŝĐǇĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ W riddled with 
ĞŶƚƌĞŶĐŚĞĚĮůƚĞƌďƵďďůĞƐ ?ĂŶĚŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞƐŝůŽƐ ?ĂŶĚĂĚŝǌǌǇŝŶŐďĂƌƌĂŐĞŽĨĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞĂŶĚƌĞĚĂĐƚĞĚ
environmental information  W evaluating the construction and implications of environmental 
knowledge ĐůĂŝŵƐŵĂĚĞ ‘ƚŽƵƐ ?ŝƐƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇƵƌŐĞŶƚ ?>ƵďĐŚĞŶĐŽ ? ? ? ?  ) ?dŚŝƐŝƐĞƐƉĞĐŝĂůůǇƚŚĞĐĂƐĞ
ǁŝƚŚŝŶŐƌĂŝŶĞĚŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝĚĞŽůŽŐŝĞƐ ?ǁŚŝĐŚŚĂǀĞĂƐƵƌƌĞƉƚŝƚŝŽƵƐŝŶŇƵĞŶĐĞŽŶĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů
governance that reinforces its legitimacy while obviating other ways of knowing and managing 
nature. 
/ŶĚĞĞĚ ?ĂƐ>ĂǀĞ ? ? ? ? ? )ĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌƐŚĂǀĞŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚĞĚ ?ƚŚĞƉĂƐƚƐĞǀĞƌĂůǇĞĂƌƐŚĂƐǁŝƚŶĞƐƐĞĚ ‘ĂĚĞĞƉ
ƐŚŝĨƚŝŶƚŚĞĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌĂŶĚŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ? )ŽĨĐŽŶƚƌŽůŽǀĞƌƚŚĞƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶŽĨĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů
expertise towards those in powerful positions. Given these developments, critical environmental 
researchers must assist diverse citizens, scientists and institutions to recover and redistribute 
environmental science, management and policy authority in more progressive, just and diverse 
directions. This goal will be achieved, in part, by slowing the spread of disingenuous natures  W that is, 
by excavating knowledge distortions and biased information while also grappling with the local 
exigencies they produce. 
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